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ABSTRACT 

The standard organizational communication audit 
measures employees' perceptions of and satisfaction with 
communication in an organization. It does not, however, examine the 
structural characteristics of an organization, such as centralization 
or stratification — characteristics that can disclose whether a total 
communication system is appropriate for the organization it serves. A 
re conceptualized audit containing str.uctural variables was 
administered to all employees of a state department of education as 
the first step in a communication improvement project. The audit 
surveyed employees' communication both inside the department and with 
other organizations and publics, relating communication to 
perceptions of organizational structure, job satisfaction, and 
satisfaction with the organization's communication system. Results, 
almost identical for both central office and field employees, showed 
that the department seemed to be too rigidly structured. Employees 
perceived it as having highly centralized decision making processes 
and little autonomy for those outside top management. They also 
perceived the department as highly stratified, placing barriers 
between ranks and making interaction difficult between superiors and 
subordinates in different units. In general, the findings provided 
support for the inclusion of structural variables in an 
organizational communication audit, and suggested that the 
correlation between communication satisfaction and job satisfaction 
frequently found by researchers is largely spurious. Numerous tables 
are included. (FL) 
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OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION AUDITt 
WITH APPLICATION TO A STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

James E* Grunic 
Collese of Journalismr University of Maryland 

Paper presented to the Public Relations Interest Groupr 
International ComiTiunication Association^ 
Honolulur Hawaiir May 24-27r 1985* 

Abstract 

The standard oraanizational coirmiuni cation auditr as typified 
by the ICA Communication Auditr weasures the perceptions that in- 
dividual employees have of communication in an orcanisation — mostly 
interpersonal communication — and their satisfaction with that com- 
munication* Most orGanizational auditors assume that employees who 
are satisfied with their interpersonal communication will also have 
hieher levels of Job satisfaction and productivity — althouGh they 
do not always state that assumption explicitly* 

A public relations researcher r in contrastr would take wore of 
a systems view of orcanizational copjmunicationr examinins whetner 
the total communication system is appropriate for the typo of or- 
canizati&n it sf?rvos» Orsanizations develop structural character- 
istics — especially centralisationr strat if icationr complexityr and 
formalization — in response to their environments* In complexr dy- 
namic environments^ orGanizations Generally are less riGidly 
structured than in staticr less-complex orcanizations* 

The literature on orGanizational socioloGy shows that employee 
Job satisfaction and orcanisational effectiveness vary with the 
appropriateness of an or Ganisation ' s structure for its environment* 
In particularr professional employees will have Greatest satisfac- 
tion in a less-riGid orsanization* Such an orGanization also re- 
quires an openr symmetric communication system* Thusr professional 
employees should have hiGh Job satisf act ionr be productive^ AND be 
satisfied with the communication system in a less riGid orGaniza- 
tion* Strut?turer in other wordsr explains Job satisfaction and 
communication satisfaction* Job satisfaction and communication 
satisfaction are only spuriously related to one another* 

This PBPer reconceptualizes the orGanisational communication 
audit by addinG structural variables to the audit* By doinG sor the 
reconceptOalized audit is based on a theoretical relationship that 
explains why the communication system is or is not effective^ 
rather than pr ovidina a profile of the communication system alone 
with no means of JudsinG whether it is appropriate or not* 

The reconceptualised audit contains Job satisfaction varia- 
blesr structural variables^ variables to measure GruniG's theory of 
employee publics f measures of employee communication behaviorsr and 
perceptions of and satisfaction with the communication system* 

The audit instrument was administered to all employees of the 
Maryland State Department of Education^ as a first step in a maJor 
project to improve the department's communication system* Results 



show 3 stroHG correlation between orGsnisstional structure and both 
Job satisfaction and satisfaction with the communication swsten^ As 
a result of an inappropriate structure r Job satisfaction and com- 
munication satisfaction are low* Several employee publics* also are 
identified? whose profiles show the potential effects of communi- 
cation trainins and the type of trainina required to chance the 
communication system ♦ 



AlthouGh the fields of orGanizstiqnal communication and pub- 
lic relations have Much in conmonv thew have produced theories and 
research so different that an observer unfamiliar with either field 
would see little commonality* Researchers of orcanisationdl com- 
munication typically come from departments of speech communication^ 
researchers of public relations more often come from schools of 
Journal ism « Both sets of researchers have entered the academic 
scene recentl^f althouGh orsanisstional communication has more of a 
history of research than does public relations* There is much more 
literature on or Ganizational communication than on public rela- 
tions? althouGh most of the early research was done in orcaniza— 
tional PsycholoGy rather than in communications* 

Researchers of orGanizational communication Generally have 
taken 3n individualistic? PsycholoGicalf approach to theory build- 
inGy a reflection of the persuasion? attitude-chanGe paradicm that 
dominates the field of speech communication* In contrastf public 
relations researchers — the few that there are — have opted more for 
3 mBcro-level f socioloGical f paradism as the basis for their work* 

The reason for the difference is readily apparent* OrGaniza- 
tional communication researchers Generally want to understand com- 
munication between individuals — usually superiors and subordin- 
ates — whereas public relations researchers are more interested in 
communication amonG Groups inside the orcanization (which they 
Generally call "internal publics") and between the orGanization and 
external publics* OrGanizational communication researchers? in 
other wordsf study interpersonal communication? public relations 
researchers study intersystem communication* 

When they audit the effectiveness of o.rGanizational communi- 
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ca-bioHf thereforef orGanisaiional cosimunication researchers look 
for effects on indiviausls^ Public relations rcsearchertf insteadf 
35k whether the coirimunication system of an orGanisation is the most 
eff^ective possible for the overall orcanizational system of which 
it is a part* 

When asked what communication contributes to the effectiveness 
of an orsanizationf orcanisational communication theorists deter- 
mine what effects communication has on the Job satisfaction anc 
performance of employees* When asked the same ouestionr public re- 
lat^ions theorists more often determine whether the communication 
sBstem helps the orGanization to manace its interdependence with 
the environment and to manase conflict amonc subsystems within the 
orGanization* 

AlthouGh they are probably overstatedf I believe the followinG 
four presuppositions pervade the field of orGanisational communi- 
cation and the communication audit strateGies devevloped in that 
field* 

)KCommunication is assumed to be a Good thine in an orcanizra- 
tiorif somethinG that always should be encouraced* 

3^'Or Ganizational communication is primarily interpersonal com- 
municationf not a macro-level system of the oraanization that is 
influenced by organizational structure* 

^The purpose of communication in an orcanization is to produce 
Job satisfaction amonG employees and improve their Job performance* 

^Perceptions of communication by employees can be used to 
measure the success of communication in an orGanization* 

In contrastf X believe that* 

JKCommunication can I:>e both functional and dysfunctional for 



the orGdnizdtion as a system* 

^Interpersonal covtinunicdtion is but one of mdny twpes of com^ 

munication that make up the comiTiunication system of an orGaniza- 
tion* 

JicThe purpose of comiriunication in an orsanization is to facil- 
itate understandiPG amons subsystems of the orsanization so that 
theu can better coordinate their behaviors* 

KPer captions of communication are colored by many variables 
other than actual communication (such as orsanizational constraints 
or Job satisfaction)* Thus variables that reouire employees to de- 
scribe rather than evaluate orsanizational communication j»rovide a 
more adequate means of evaluative the communication system^ 

These differences in perspective became apparent when the 
Maryland State Department of Education asked me to develop a com- 
munication audit for a new communication pr oGram to be called the 
■People on the Grow' project* In developinG that proGram? project 
manasers soon realised that existinc communication auditinc pro- 
ceduresf such as the ICA communication auditf uould not provide an 
adequate basis for evaluatinG communication within the education 
system in Maryland* Thusf we developed a new audit, instrument* It 
included structural variables taken from orcanizational sociolOGy> 
variables to determine the kinds of publics in the system? and 
measures of communication behaviors of employeesr as well as the 
traditional measures of Job satisfaction and employee perceptions 
of the communication sbistem found in existins audits* 

To understand the reconceptualised audit procedure? we will 
look first at the People on the Grow Project and then at the 
theoretical underpinnincs of the procedure* 



THE •PEOPLE ON THE GROW* PROJECT 
In 1983f thm Harwland State OePdrtRient of Education decided to 
respond to the mountina criticisms of the public education sHstem 
in the both the state and nation with a maJor comtriuni cation proaram 
that would help to to improve the system and restore its cred- 
ibility* The department at first envisioned a media 'imaGe* caw 
paiGn to promote public education* A special communication commit- 
teet however f decided to set up what Grunic and Hunt <198^> have 
called a two-way symmetric system of orcanisational and public 
CO m m u n i c a t i o n ♦ 

A two-*way symmetric system of communication facilitates 
dialoGUe amonG members of the organisation and its environment and 
strives for Greater under standi nc amonG those members « It can be 
contrasted with an asymmetric system of communication f whose pur- 
pose is to persuade one Group to do what another wishes ♦ In this 
casef the system was desiGned to facilitate communication within 
the State Department of Education (internal communication) f within 
the state educational system < intra-internal communication) » and 
dmoriG members of the educational system and external publics 
(external communication) ♦ 

The Maryland Department of Education^ therefore f needed to 
audit the existine communication system in the education system to 
determine how to facilitate all three kinds of communication and to 
determine whether communication traininG would be necessary to 
encouraGe education employees in the state to communicate more 
amonG themselves and with public and to communicate more effect- 
ively* The department needed to know how much employees were com- 
municatinGf what they were communicatinG about f the channels they 
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* were u&ina for communicationr dnd their receptiveness to com»uni- 
cdtion traininG (communication about communication) ♦ In additionr 
the department wanted to know the level* of Job satisfaction and 
communication satisfaction amonc employees and how these variables 
were affected by or affected communication behaviors ♦ 

Two audits have been conducted to dater one of the depart** 
ment's central-office staff in Baltimore and one of field employees 
workinG in the department's divisions of vocational rehabilitation 
and vocational-technical education for corrections* Each studw 
audited both communication satisfaction and Job satisf action? which 
are standard components of most communication audits ♦ However? this 
research went further by lookinG for explanations for communication 
and Job satisf action^ 

Simply measurinG communication and Job satisfaction cannot 
suGGest how to improv^e either » OrGanizational socioloGists such as 
HaGe (1980: 293-320) have arGUed that Job satisfaction results when 
an oPGanisation has a structure that is appropriate for its em- 
ployees » In particular? complex orGanizations with complex envi- 
ronments Generally employ specialists who reauire autonomy to do 
their work» Without autonomy they become dissatisfied with their 
work« Less complex orGanizations in simple environments employe 
fewer specialists and instead hire employees who need less autonomy 
in their work* For them? Job satisfaction depends more on inter- 
personal relationships than on autonomy^ 

Autonomy? therefore? is the key to Job sati sf action^ The- 
amount of autonomy an employee has depends on an orsanization ' s 
system of constraints? which makes up the "structure* of an orGan- 
ization* The structural framework connects employees and restricts 
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their behdvior so that the orGsnization functions as a sincltt sws*- 
tem^ Ricid structures can ba used to coordinate eirplo^ee behaviors 
with relatively little need for comwunication except for relational 
coifiiTiuriication* With a less-risid structurer howeverr the subsystems 
of the oreanisation cannot be coordinated without communication* 

Oraanizational structure consists of a few variables that 
nianacers can chance to improve communicationr Job satisf action^ and 
orcanisat ionai effectiveness (seet e#G#9 Hase 1980 or Robbins 
1983) » There is no one best orcanisational structurei^ however « 
Which structure is best depends on the number of prof essionalsf as 
opposed to support staff r employed by the orsanization and by the 
complexity and instability of the orcanisation ' s environment ♦ Gen- 
erdllBf the more education and professionalism reouired of employ*- 
eesr the less ritsid should be the orcanization ' s structure^ Sim- 
ilsrlyr ricid structures restrict the ability of an orcanization to 
conimunicate with and cooperate with other orcanizations and publics 
in a complex r unstable environments 

The characteristics of the internal and external environments 
of the Maryland State Department of Education sussested that a 
rieid structure was not appropriate for the department* Except for 
support staff r most employees are hichly educated professionals^ In 
addition? the external environment for education today appears to 
be hichly complex and unstable^ 

Discussions with department personnel sussested that the 
structure was not appropriate for the orsanization ' s personnel and 
environment* We could not understand and explain the Job satis- 
faction and communication behaviors of employees? therefore? unless 
we related these variables to the structural characteristics of the 
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orcdnization^ This study f therefore t measured a number of variables 
related trO orcanizational structure f conmiursicdtion behavior f com-* 
municat ion satisf actionf and Job satisf actionf as well as the dem- 
osraF^hic characteristics of MSDE employees* It used several multi- 
variate statistical techniaues to develop indices of these five 
sets of characteristics and to relate the characteristics to each 
other ♦ The result is a detailed profile of the department's em- 
ployees and structure and susGestions for improvine the orcanisa- 
tion's communication system* 

In addition to developins this profile of th'^ J::partment ' s 
communication systemf we also used the audit procedure to identify 
internal publics* This profile of internal publics made it possible 
to deteriTiine which employees would be most likely to communicate 
both inside and outside the orsanization about educational issues 
and which would be most likely to respond to communication 
trainins » 

METHODS 

A detailed Questionnaire consistina of 163 Questions was de- 
veloped usinG Questions similar to those used in Grunic's studies 
of 'the communication behavior of publics? Job satisfaction and 
communication audits developed by the International Communication 
Association and the American Telephone S Telecraph Company f socio- 
loGical studies of orsanizational structurer and standard demo- 
Graphic questions* One final open-*end Question also allowed 
employees to say anythins they wished about their Jobs and about 
the department f its structuret and its communication system* 

All employees of the department were asked to complete the 
QUestionnair ef resultins in 48^ completed Questionnaires for the 
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* central-office fttaff and 5^1 for the field stsff ♦ The respondents 
placed their answers on scsnable answer sheetsf and the results 
were entered into the Univac 1100/80 computer system at the Uni- 
versity of Marylandf Colleae Park* All statistical computations 
were done usiriG the Statistical Packace for the Social Sciences* 

Each question measured a theoretical concept defined bw com- 
munication or orsanizstion theory* Questions were ordered in a waw 
that would Gain the initial interest of respondents but discoUrace 
a "response set" — respondine in a -^ixed manner to questions meas- 
urine different concepts* The theory behind each set of Questions 
and the statistical procedures used will be explained cs each set 
of variables is explained* 

The results of the Questions measurinc employee satisfaction 
with their Jobs will be presented first* Job satisfaction variables 
then will be related to orGanizational structure and demoG'^aphic 
variables f in an attempt to explain the level of satisfaction 
found* Then variables used to measure communication behaviorsf to 
identify publicsf and to measure communication satisfaction will be 
discussed and related to the other variables* 

JOB SATISFACTION 

Nine questions measured employees* satisfaction with theii^ 
individual Jobs as well as with salary and benefits^ workins con- 
ditionsf and with the way the department handles promotionsf human 
relations^ employee recocnitionr and resources and skills* Respon* 
dents used a five--point scaler ranGinG from hichly aGree to hichly 
disacree to indicate their aGreement with statements such as "On 
the wholes my Job is interestinG and challenGinG* ■ 

These nine variables were correlated and factor analyzed to 



ERLC 



12 



9 

detect nsaJor dimensions of satisfaction that ifticht run throuch the 
nine varidbles* Table 1 shows the mean scores on each of the nine 
Job satisfaction variables as well as the results of the factor 
analysis of these nine variables for both the central-office and 
field staff s» The results are almost exactly the same for both 
populations of employees* On a 5-Point scalef a mean score of 3*00 
or more would indicate a positive score on a variable and a mean of 
less than 3»00 a necative score* Thusf Table 1 shows a hich level 
of satisfaction on the first two variables! 'the Job beina inter- 
estiriG and challenGinG* and "lookinc forward to cominc to work, al- 
most everw dau** Central-office employees were siishtly more sat- 
isfied than field employees on these t;^o var iablesr however* Table 
1 also shows that employees are aware of resources and skills 
avail;3ble to them in the orcanization* And they are evenly divided 
in their satisfaction with General workinc conditions* 

Each of the other variables? however » shows that HSDE employees 
are ouite dissatisfied* Each of these variables seems to measure 
employee satisfaction with their relationship with the overall or- 
canizatioHf whereas the first two variables seem to measure ind- 
ividual Job satisfaction* MSDE employees are particularly dissat- 
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TABLE 1 

Heansr Factor Loddinosy and Coviiriunalities 
of Job Satisfaction Variables 

Mean OrGanization Individual 

(5-Point Satisfaction Satisfaction 
Variable Scale) Factor Factor Communality 

Central Central Central Central 

Office Field Office Field Office Field Office Field 

On the whole f 

Job is challencinG 

and interestinc • • • ♦ 3*92 3*79 .16 #13 .73 •79 •56 ^63 

I look forward to 
cominG to work 

almost very day*^*^ 3.^3 3»3^ #32 .3^ •81 ^77 .77 ♦SS 

I feel as thoUGh I 
have a real chance to 
Get ahead in this 

OrGanization 2»20 2.01 #66 ♦57 •28 ^32 ♦SI ^43 

The best oualified 
people are usually 
chosen for promotion 
in this orGanisa- 

tior 2*39 2*17 ^72 .67 .16 .15 .55 .47 

I am satisfied with 

my pay and benefits 1*99 1.89 .39 .30 .12 •IS .17 .29 

My OrGanization has 
a Genuine concern 
for the welfare of 

its employees 2.39 2.34 .81 ^79 .16 .18 .68 .50 

I am aware of resources 
and skills available 
in this OrGanization 
that can assist me 

in doinG my Job.... 3.35 3.47 .39 #32 .23 .30 .21 .19 

X am satisfied with 
my day-to-day 

workinc conditions. 2.99 3.04 .59 ♦SO .40 .36 .51 .38 

X am satisfied with 
the recoGnition I 
receive for Good per- 
formance in my Job. 2.89 2.76 .61 ^61 ^26 .30 .44 ^41 

Percentaee of total variance 

explained by each factor 46% 44% 13% 17% 
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' isfied with P3y snd benef itsr their chances for Gettinc ahead in 
the orsanisationr the fairness of promotions^ and the orGdnisa*- 
tion*s concern for the welfare of its employees* 

The factor analysis showed that most of these nine variables 
correlated hiehly with each other and clustered on two factors* 
Communal i ties were also hish for all variables except sotisfaction 
with pay and benefits and awareness of resources* The hich commun- 
alities in Table 1 suGsest that the nine measures of satisfaction 
can be Grouped satisfactorily into two maJor dimensions* Dissatis- 
faction with pay and benefits seems to be almost universal in the 
departments however r and therefore it did not correlate hiGhl^ with 
the other satisfaction variable?* Likewise^ awareness of resources 
was Generally hiGh and not stronclw related to the other satisfac- 
tion variables* 

In the factor analysisr all nine variables had positives and 
Generally hichr loadinGs on both of the two factors that were sxg- 
nificant (eicen value Greater than 1*0)* However r the two variables 
measurinG satisfaction with individual rather than orGanizational 
aspects of a Job — how interestinG the Job is and lookinc forward to 
cominG to work. — loaded most hiGhly on the second factor* Thusr the 
factor analysis seems to have separated the individual from the 
qrcaninational aspects of Job satisfaction and provided a factor to 
measure each of these dimensions* 

If we look acain at the individual means of the variables that 
make up these two f actor sr we can see thatr on the averaGer MSDE 
employees are interested and challenGed by their individual Jobs 
hut dissatisfied with the internal environment of the orGonisation 
in which they must do their work* 
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TABLE 7 



Correlations of 


Job Satisfaction 


Factors 




With DeiTiOGrsPhic 


^^ariables 








Individual 


OrGanizational 


DemoGraphic l^aridble 


Satisfaction 


Satisfaction 




Central 




Central 






Office 


Field 


Office 


Field 


Years uorkiriG in education 


• 27 


• 13 


--•15 


-•09 


Years workinG in MSDE 


• 14 


• 11 


-•17 


-•12 


Years workinc in present Job 


• 13 


• 05X 


-*17 


-•11 


Position in hierarchy 


• 18 


• 18 


• 07X 


• 13 


AGe 


• 25 


• 20 


-•07X 


• 03X 


Education 


• 25 


• 19 


-•11 


-•023IC 


Se>: (female = positive score) 


-•18 


-•13 


-•06k 


-•Oix 


Race (black = positive score)/l -•11 


-•Oix 


-•023IC 


• 09 


Disabled 


• 03)iC 


-•09 


• 07X 


• Olx 



1/Hispanicsr Asiansr and Native Americans eliminated from 
correlations because of small numbers^ 

JKNot sicnficant at p<^05^ 



The two Job satisfaction factors then were correlated with 
demoGraphic variables to determine if satisfaction at both the 
individual and or canisational level was more common in certain 
demoGraphic Groups^ General lyr the correlations were lowr and thew 
were similar for the central-office and field staffs^ For satis- 
faction with the individual Jobf the correlations show that 
employees who are older and u^ho have more education r more uears 
workinc in the field of educationr and a manasement position — 
probably those with the most interestinc Jobs — Generally are more 
satisfied with their individual Jobs^ Female and black employees 
are somewhat less satisfied with their individual Jobs than are 
males and whites^ althoUGh the correlations are smalls 

At the or Ganizational level r however r most of the correlations 
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are sinall or insisnif icantf susGestinc that dissatisfaction cuts 
across all deinoGra5>hic catesories* There is a tendency for employ- 
ees who have worked the lonsest in education and in MSDE to be most 
dissatisfied with their relationship with the orGanization^ The 
hichest irianaGement people are slishtly more sdtisfiedir but the 
correlation is sicnificant onlw for the field staff* 

As a final step in lookins at Job satisf actionf the two var- 
iables that did not correlate well with the two factors — satisfac- 
tion with salari:^ and benefits and awareness of resources and skills 
available to employees — were correlated separately with the demo- 
Graphic variables* Both variables correlated at low levels with all 
demoGraphic variablesf sUGGestinG that disatisf action with salarw 
and benefits cuts across all catesories and that most denioaraphic 
Groups are aware of the resources available to them* 

AlthouGh neither of the two factors of Job satisfaction cor- 
related stronGly with an employee's position in the department 
hierarchy f some siGnificant differences in the four ranks appeared 
when a mean score on the two factors was computed for the four 
ranks* Table 3 shows that individual Job satisfaction for the cen- 
tral-office staff increased proGressively for each Job rank but 
that it was much hisher for top manaGement than for the other three 
Groups* Likewiseir top manaGement at the central office has even 
Greater orsanizational Job satisfaction than do the other ranks » 
but dissatisfaction with the orGanization is hiahest in the middle 
ranks — first line supervisors and middle manaGement — and above 
averaGe for the support staff* 

Middle manaGement people on the field staffs howeverr were 
more satisfied than were middle-manaGement people at the central 
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office — at levels nearly eoual to the satisfaction of top manase- 
ment people* Support staff members at the field level were espec- 
ially dissatified with their individual Jobsy and both support 
staff and first-line supervisors* acain were dissatisf ield with the 
orsanizaton* 

In summar^f these measures of Job satisfaction show that most 

MSDE employees enJoy their workf especially if they are more edu- 

catedf older f malef and work in manacerial ranks of the orcaniza- 
tion» On the other handf employees are dissatisfied with their pay 

TABLE 3 

Mean Scores on Individual and Orsanizational 
Job Satisfaction Factors for Four Levels 
In the Department Hierarchy/1 



Position 



Individual 
Satisfaction 



Orsanizational 
Satisfaction 





Central 




Central 






Office 


Field 


Office 


Field 


SuF'Port Staff 


.159 


-.217 


.064 


-.076 


First Line Supervisors 




.100 


-.116 


-.065 


Middle KanaGenierit 


.117 


>308 


-.109 


.564 


Top ManaGenient 


.467 


.311 


.747 


.748 


F 


5 . 533KJK 


5.813K3K 


6 . 4 05K5K 


5.42*',!<c 



x:icp<*01 



1/. Scores are factor scores expressed in ^tandardized^Z-scor esf 
which have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1«0« 



and benefits at all levels and sroups of the orsanization^ They 
also dislike their relationship with the or sanizationr unless they 
are found in top manacement positions* Vie look next to 
orcanizational structur^f thereforet for an explanation of these 
satisfaction levels • 
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STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ORGANIZATION 



OrGanizational socioloGisto nave conceptualized four iriaJor 
concepts of orsanizational structure (see? e»Gf Robbins 1983 or 
GruniG & Hunt 1984: 99-101): 

xCentralization — the extent to which decision makinG is con- 
centrated at the top of the orGsnizstional hierarchy* The more an 
orGanization is centralizedf the g reater the constraints on em- 
ployees outside top irianacement and the less autonomy they have to 
make their own decisions* 

)KStratif ication — the extent to which an orcanization makes it 
clear who are its hicher-level employees and who ar© its lower- 
level employees* Stratified orGanizations limit interaction botuieen 
employees at different ranks and make it difficult to move from 
lower to hiGher ranks* Stratified orGanizations also clearly dis- 
tinGuish the prestiGe and pay of hiGher-level employees and provide 
hiGher employees such perquisites as private offices^ executive 
dininG rooms f and wooden desks to set them apart* 

SKFormalization — the extent to which an orGanization follows 
rules and reGUlations* Generallyf rulesf charts? and procedures 
discouraGe innovation and autonomy in an orGanizationv althouGh 
formalized procedures have been found to increase employee satis- 
faction when they do not reduce autonomy because the procedures 
clarify what is expected of employees* 

)KComplexity — the extent to which an orsanization has educated? 
professionalized employees who fill specialist roles* 

Orsanizational research shows that riGidly structured orGan- 
izations are hiGh on centralizationr stratif icationr and formal- 
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isation snd low on complexity — althouGh formalization can also be 
hiah in less-ricidlw structured oraanisatioris if it does not in- 
crease central iration* In addition^ orcanizational research shows 
that employees Generally are less satisfied with their Jobs in 
riGidlw structured orcanisationsf especially if thew are hichlw 
educated professionals* 

In this studyf two Questions were used to measure each of the 
four structural variables* For centralizationf stratification f and 
f ormalisatioHf employees were asked their perceptions of the total 
structure of MSDE* For complexity f however f employees ware asked to 
rate the complexity of their individual Jobs rather than the com- 
plexity of the entire orcanization* 

\4b can look first at the complexittt variables in Table ^ to 
determine whether MSDE is a complex orcanisation as expected* The 
answer at first appears to he mixed* The mean score on the amount 
of education reouired for Jobs in MSDE was below the midpoint of 
the five-point scale for both the central office and field staffs* 
The mean score on the extent to which the Job was unpredictable and 
constantly chaneinc was slichtly above the midpoint for the central 
office and slichtly below for the field staff* 

Howeverf the frequencies for each of the five catecories of 
the two questions shows two modal (most freauent) responses: hich 
sehool education or less reouired for the Job or a Master's decree 
required in the central office and hich school education or a 
bachelor's decree for the field staff* These responses show that 
MSDE hires professionals for complex Jobs and nonprofessionals for 
less complex support Jobs* Responses to the "routineness vs* un- 
predictability" Question fit a normal distribution for both croupst 
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'dlthoUGh there were more responses on the unpredictable side of the 
scaler succestinG that HSDE is a complex orGsnisationr at least for 
the professional staff • 



TABLE ^ 

Mean Scores on Nine Structural Variables Measured for MSDE 
and Correlations Between V^ariables MeasurinG the Sarrie Concept 



Variable 



Central izat ion t 

Decision makinc limited to 
top administrators* 



Central Office 
Mean Correlatiori 
(3-Point scale) 



Autonomy in makinc decisions in 
employee's own Job* 

Stratification? 

Clear and recoonxsed 
differences between superiors 
and subordinates 



1.85 



Difficulty of mobility from lower 

to hicher ranks » 2*56 



Formal ization » 

Pe^rcentace of rules and procedures 



specified in writinc^ 



Extent of supervision to 
ensure compliance with rules 
and procedures 



2*05 



1.92 



-♦19 



.31 



«18 



Field Staff 
Meari Correlation 



Z.3B 



2.27 
2.S^ 

2.37 

1.96 



-•12 



.IB 
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Complexity: <5-pt» Scale) 

Minimum amount of education 

required for employee ' s Job* • * • 2*72 2*36 



♦31 ^33 



Extent to which employee's Job 
is constantly chanG ins and 

unpredictable* 3*16 2*78 



The centralisation and stratification variables show MSDE to 
be a relatively centralised andr especiallwr stratified orcaniza- 
tion* The mean scores for formalization were at the middle of the 
scale? however* In total r these variables do not suGcest that MSDE 



ERiC 



.21 



18 

is a hiGhlv^ ricid orGanizatiorif but thev do suGGest that it is 
structured more ricidlw than the idesl for a complex orcariizatioru 

When the structurrl variables are correlated with other vari- 
ables? however f we becin to Get a clearer picture of the orcani- 
aational structure of MSDE* To reduce the Quantity of dataf the two 
Questions measurinG each concept were summed into a sinGle inde>u 
Table ^ shows that the two Questions used to measure each of the 
structural concepts correlate moderately and thus moke up adeQuate 
indices r althouGh the correlation between is two centralization 
Questions is lower f especially for the field staff* 

These indices of central izationr stratif icationr formalisa- 
tionf and complexity were correlated with the democraphic variables 
to see if perceptions of orGanisational structure varied amonc 
different kinds of employees* There were no siGnificant correla- 
tions with centv^alizstion and formalisation for either the central 
office or field staffs* 

AiTiOHG the field staffs there were small positive correlations 
between stratif icationr years in education (♦IDf and years in the 
present Job (#10)* For the centr al-of f ie staff f stratification 
correlated with a few more variables^ althouch thosc^ correlations 
were also small? years in education years in MSDE (♦IS)? 

years in the present Job (♦!!)> aGe (♦IDf female sex (♦l^)? and 
beinG disabled (♦IZ)* These correlations support the idea that MSDE 
is stratified f because people who know MSDE best — those who have 
worked there the loncest — are most likely to say it is strat- 
ified^ In addition^ women and disabled people — in the central of- 
fice — are somewhat more likely than other employees to say the MSDE 
is stratified f probably because they feel they are the isolated 
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employees* 

The complexity of the Jobf as would be expectedr increased 
with Greater educatiorif Greater loncevitw in the orGanizationy and 
3 hiGher level in the hierarchy — for both the central-office and 
field staffs* Complexity correlated ♦ZS and #71 with education for 
the central and field staffs^ #5^ and #^8 with position in the 
hierarchyf ♦SS and #16 with yoars spent workinG in educations #17 
and #12 with years in MSDEf and #2^ and ♦!! with 3Ge# It also ror- 
related neGatively (-♦35 and -♦30) with female sexf probably b:^- 
cause of the larce number of women in support staff Jobs^ 

Table 5 next shows that top manaGement employees in the cen- 
tral office essentially are myopic about the extent to which MSDE 
is riGidly structured^ The field staff perceives the structure of 
MSDE somewhat differently f however ♦ 

Top manaGers in the central office are much less likely than 
employees in lower ranks of the cetral office to say that the de- 
partment is centralized and stratified* Table 5 also showsf how- 
even that middle level employees in the central office are most 
likely to perceive MSDE as hiGhly centralised and stratified* Re- 
call that they also were the central-office employees with the 
lowest satisfaction with their relationship to the orGanisation* 
Table 5 showed a different pattern for formalization and ccmplexity 
in the central office* both variables increased as the level of the 
hierarchy increased* 

Table 5 suGGests that the fielu staff perceives MSDE as 
sliGhtly less riGidly structured than does the central staff* less 
centralized and stratified* The field staff also sees MSDE as more 
formalized and less complex* There are also few differences amonG 
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ranksy Blthouah middle mdriBGemeni in the field perceives less cen- 
tral isat ion than do the other ranks ♦ Middle manaGement also per- 
ceives its Jobs as the most complexr whereas top nianacenient in the 
field sees its Jobs as much less complex than does top manaGeiHent 
in the central off ice ♦ 



TABLE 5 

Mean Scores of Four Structural Variables 
For Five Levels in the OrGanisational Hierarchy 





Central- 


Stratif- 




Formal- 








isation 


ication 




isation 


Complexity 






(Scales 


= 2-6) 






(Scale = 2-10) 




Central 


Central 


Central 




Central 


Position 


Office 


Field Office Field Office 


Field 


Office Field 


HSDE Mean 




4.58 


5.01 


4*81 


3.98 


4.34 


5.82 5.11 


SuFFort staff 


4.54 


4.67 


5.04 


4*80 


4.07 


4.21 


4.47 3.67 


First-Line Supervisors 4»75 


4.58 


5.09 


4*82 


3.81 


4.32 


6.69 5.91 


Middle MariBGenient 


4.78 


3.80 


5.02 


4*73 


4.17 


4.53 


7.17 6.20 


Top MsnsGenient 


4.32 


4.54 


4.32 


4*75 


4.21 


4.63 


7.21 4.75 




1.08 


3.28 


4.86 


0*07 


3.38 


1.30 


95.5 110.33 






(X) 






(X) 







5icp< ♦ 05 

Table 6 shows the correlations between the four structural 
variables and the two Job satisfaction factors identified in the 
previous section* The extent to which an eniployee perceives MSDE to 
be both centralized and stratified correlated neGativelu with both 
individual and orsanizational Job satisfaction* The correlation 
with orsaniaational Job satisfaction is much hiaherr however r in- 
di cat ins that excessive centralization and stratification in MSDE 
explain the Generally low level of satisfaction that employees have 
with the oroanisatioru 
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Table 6 shows a positive correlation between formalization and 
orGanisational Job satisfaction for both central and field staffs 
and with both individual and oreanisational Job satisfaction for 
the field staff ♦ Apparently^ dissatisfied employees perceive a lack, 
of formal rules and reculations in the departiuentment — indicatinc 
that formalization improves satisfaction without leadinc to cen- 
tralizationr which decreases satisf action^ 



TABLE 6 

Correlations of Structural Variables 
With Individual and Orcanizational Job Satisfaction 





Individual 


Orcanis 


ational 




Job Satisfaction 


Job Satisfaction 




Central 




Central 




structural Variable 


Office 


Field 


Office 


Field 


Centr 3l ir:3tiori 


-♦26 


-.20 


-.42 


-.31 


Stratification 


-.14 


-.14 


-.47 


-.36 


Formal izati on 


.Olx 


.24 


.22 


.24 


CoiTiPlexi t«J 


.35 


.32 


-.13 


-♦03x 



xNot sisnificant at level of p<»05» 



Final lyf Table 6 shows that coiriplexitw of the Job explains 
individual Job satisfaction to a larse extent* the more complex the 
Job the more satisfaction it brinss* 

The results thus far indicate that excessive centralization 
and strati-^^ication in MSDE explain the hich level of employee dis- 
satisfaction with the department* We turn then to the relationships 
between orGcinisational structure and satisfaction and comiTiunication 
inside and outside HSDE# 

COMMUNICATION BEHAVIORS AND PUBLICS 

A communication prosram such as People on the Grow cannot be 
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aimed at a sincle audience in an o. Ganisation* Employees of an or- 
Ganisation comiriunicate in different ujaws and about different 
thinGS^ Information that some employees easerlv; seek out maw be 
irrelevant to others* One kind of communication traininc may be 
appropriate for some employees^ but another kind may be reouired 
for others* A communication procram may have effects for some em- 
ployees but be ineffective for others* 

In 15 years of research r I have developed a theory of commun- 
ication behavior that can be used to identify publics by measurina 
their perceptions of different issues and their communication be- 
haviors related to those issues* (For an overview of this theory 
see GruniG & Hunt <1985: Chapter 7) or GruniG <1983)*) Thif> situa- 
tional theory of communication served as the major conceptual 
framework for auditinc communication in this study* 

The situational theory had its oriGinal roots in John Dewey's 
theories of inouiry and of publics* Dewey arGUed that people both 
think and inquire — seek information — when they recoGnize problems* 
Dewey also arGued that publics form when people or orGanisations. 
have conseGuences on other people* To become a public* accordinc to 
Deweyr the people affected bw these conseGUences must recosnise the 
conseGuences as a problem and orGanize with other people to do 
somethinG about the conseGuences* Thusr Dewey's thinkiriG suGGested 
that problem recoGnition leads to communication behavior and that 
people who recoGnize the same problems and communicate in similar 
ways can be called members of a public* 

It is important to reeoGnizie^ however » that people communicate 
about specific issuesr or situations* and that publics develop 
around specific issues* People do not communicate in the same way 
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about 3ll issues f and different issues brines about different sets 
of publics ♦ To audit employee communication behaviors and to croup 
employees into publicsr therefore^ the researcher must first 
identify issues that are important to employees or about which the 
orsaniaation would like employees to communicate* 

For this studyr 20 issues were chosen to identify communica- 
tion behaviors and employee publics in MSDE* These issues fit into 
three General cstecories! 

JicCurrent educational issues — includinc nat:.onalf states and 
local policies? student performance? and innovative ideas in edu- 
cation oriGinatinG from local school systemsf research^ educational 
commissions f new technaloGyf or by employees themselves* 

^Communication situations — internal to MSDEr with external 
noneducation publicsr and within the educational community* 

J^cjob-related issues — includinc salary and benefits^ workinc 
conditions » manaGement decisions that affect employees* Jobsf and 
achievement in the Job* 

These situations reflect the People on the Grow project's 
interest in stimulatinG employee interest in communicatinc with 
other employees^ with external publicsr and with publics outside 
MSDE but within the education community? with stimulatina employees 
to actively seek and Give information about educational -^ssues? and 
with encouraGinG employees and administrators to communicate about 
their Jobs* 

The GruniG theory of communication behavior states that two 
dependent variables (two kinds of communication behavior) can be 
explained by thr^3e independent variables (perceptions that people 
have of these situations)* The two communication behaviors (the 
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'dependent vsriables) include! 

)iclnfor»ation seekinc (active coinmunication behavior) ♦ People 
who seek information communicate actively* Thew look for informa- 
tion relevant to a situation? try to use the inforniation to under- 
stand the situation f and freouentl^ use the information to do 
somethinG about the situation* 

^Information processinc (passive communication behavior)* 
People who communicate passively do not search for information 
related to a situation* They will often process informationt 
however f if it comes to them with little or no effort on their 
part — such as from a television commercial sandwiched into an en- 
tertainment procram or while readine a memo from manacemerit to fill 
time while ridinc the bus home from work* People exert less effort 
in processints information than when thew seek it? thus information 
Generally has fewer effects on passively communicatinc publics than 
on actively communicatinG publics* 

Employees communicatinG in these two different ways about an 
issue or issues require different kinds of communication procrams* 
Actively communicatinG employees reouire more information related 
to issues about which they are concerned than passively communica- 
tinG employees and will seek information from manacement as well as 
from other sources* They also actively Give information about the 
issue to other employees and to people outside the orcanization* 

Passively communicatinG employees f however? will only commun- 
icate about an issue if they are consistently Given information 
without haviriG to exert much effort to cet "^.he information* Even 
thenf they will retain only part of the information and do little 
to make sense of it* Communication traininc sometimes can be usedf 
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however f to raise the level of problem recoenition and perceived 
involvenient of passive publics and thus to chenae their communica- 
tion behavior from passive to active* 

The two kinds of communicatiori behavior can be identified by 
measurinG each of three independent variables that stimulate either 
active or passive communicationr or both* These three independent 
variables include* 

3icproblem recoGnition* This variable is a direct extension of 
Dewey's concept of the conditions necessary for thinkinc and in- 
Guiry* People Generally do not stop to think and inquire about a 
situation unless they perceive that somethinG is problematic about 
— somethinG is missina in— -the situation* Problem recosnition in- 
creases both information seekina and processinG* People who recoG*- 
nize a problem seek information because they need it to understand 
the situation and to plan their behavior in the situation* People 
who recoGnize a problem also are more likely to paw attention 
to — and thus process — information that comes to them with little 
effort on their part* 

^•cConstraint recocnition* This variable represents the extent 
to which People perceive that there are constr aints-- or obst 
cles — in a situation that limit their freedom to plan their own 
behavior* A hiGh level of constraint recoGnition lessens the like- 
lihood that people will seek information about a situation or pay 
attention to and process information that comes to them randomly* 
Since orsanizational structure consists of a system of constraintsr 
the situational theory predicts that employees are less likely to 
communicate in a hiGhly structured orcanization than in a lest - 
structured orGanization because the constraints in the hiGhly 
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structured orGdnisation would discourase comiriunication^ 

xLevel of involvements Level of involvement represents the 
extent to which people connect themselves with a situation^ Peopi© 
who perceive themselves as involved in a situation will be likely 
to seek information actively because their own behavior is involved 
end they need information to help plan that behavior ♦ People who 
F'erceive a stronc involvement in a situation Generally also have 
hieh problem recocnition end reduce their constraint recocni- 
•tion — if it is hieh — by orsanizinG with others to do somethinci 
3bout 3 situation* Thusr hich involvement usually leads to active 
communication behavior r althouch there can be involved people who 
•don't care" 2nd thi;s don't think about a situation that involves 
them* 

Level of involvement stimulates active communication behavior? 
but unlike problem recocnition and constraint recoGnitionr it 
neither encourases nor discouraGes passive communication behavior* 
People are Just as likely to process information about situations 
that do not involve them as they are to process information about 
situations that do involve them* Thusr a hich level of involvement 
Generally means people will communicate actively rather than 
passively ♦ 

These five concepts have been used in a number of studies to 
identify the publics that develop from the set of issues measured 
in the study — such as the 20 educational issues usisd here* Problem 
recoGnition has been measured by askinc survey respondents how 
often they "stop to think" about each of the issuesr constraint 
recoGnition by askinG whethc?r they could "do any thine personally 
that would make a difference in the way the issues are handled*" 
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and level of involvement bw askinc whether they 'see a connection 
between themselves^ Fersonsll^f and each of the issues^' 

In this studwf we measured information FrocessinG bv havino 
respondents estimate how likely thew would be to process the in- 
formation in 1^ hypothetical articles that micht appear in an MSDE 
newsletter ♦ Each of the hypothetical articles fit one of the 20 
issues used to measure the three independent variables ♦ To reduce 
the lencth of the ouestionnairef the titles fit only 1^ of the 20 
situationsf althoUGh they were evenly distributed amonc the three 
cateGories of issues — educational issuesf Job-related situations* 
and communication issues* Respondents were asked whether they would 
'read the full story immediately* Put the story aside to read 
carefully when they have time* skim it briefly* or not to read it 
at all* 

Me measured information seekinc with a Question thdt asked how 
much effort respondents would expend to order a publication from a 
Government education acency or education association* Acain 14 
publication titles were chosc^n to match the issues used in the 
other Questions* Respondents were asked if they would be 'very 
likely* r^omewhat likely* not very likely* or not at all likely to 
send for the publication** 

In addition to these direct measurtS'S of information seekine 
and processinG* respondents were asked how often they used each of 
21 sources of information or comtiiunication contacts* such as MSDE 
newsletters* daily newspapers* memos* subordinates* coworkers* 
supervisors* parents of school children* or leaders of community 
orGsnisstions* 

We then identified MSDE internal publics in a three-step pro- 
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cess^ First f we factor snalyaed the scores on the 20 issues separ- 
ately for each of the five variables in the theory — problem recoa- 
nitioRf constraint recoGnitionf level of involvement f information 
seekinG and information processir^c — to croup the issues into a 
smaller number of situations that people perceived in a similar 
fashion^ Me also factor analyzed the responses to the Question 
about use of communication sources and contacts to reduce them to a 
smaller number of similar sources^ 

Second f we correlated the problem recoanitionr constraint 
recocnitionf and level of involvement factor scores simultaneously 
with the information processinsf information seekinG » and communi- 
cation sources and contacts factor scores usins a statistical pro- 
cedure called canonical correlation^ Canonical correlation produces 
a set of canonical variates that are much like the factors that 
result from factor analysisr except that the variables distinGUish 
the independent variables — perceptions of the situation — from the 
dependent varibles — communication behaviors^ 

Thirdly f we used these canonical variates to place respondents 
to the Questionnaire into employee publics* Each variate described 
a pattern of communication behaviors* People who scored hiGhly on 
each of the variates fit closely the definition of "public* in the 
GruniG theory — people who recoGnize and communicate about one or 
more related issues* These variatesv finally^ were correlated with 
the democraphicf Job satisf actiont and structural variables to help 
identify the kinds of people who make up each public* 

^'revious research on other orcaninations has consistently 
found four types of publics f and similar publics can be expected to 
exist in MSDE* These four publics include* 
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xAll-issueft publics* These ar» peopl© who have hich involve- 
ment and problem recoGnition and low constraint recosnition on all 
of the issues examined ♦ The communication variables nearlw alwaws 
show that such publics communicate both actively and passively 
about all of the issues and use most of the communication sources 
and contacts ♦ 

^Apathetic publics^ People in an apathetic public are low on 
problem recocnition and invoivement and hich on constraint recoG- 
nition for all issues* Thus? they maw passively process some in- 
formationf but Generalise they communicate little about any of the 
issues* 

5icpublics who communicate about a limited number of the issues 
and for whom hiGh problem recoGnition and involvement and low con- 
straint recoGnition is limited to these few issues^ 

3<cinvolvin6-issue only publics* People whose perception of the 
situation — problem recoGnitionr etc* — motivate them to communicate 
only about situations that involve nearly everyone in the popula- 
tion studied* In employee studies » the situations usually include 
salaryf workinc conditionsr benefit'* f or similar concerns* 



ERLC 



33 



30 / 

Means and Factor Analyses 

Tables 7f Bw and 9 displaw the mean scores of both the field 
and central office staffs for each of the 20 issues for problem 
recoGnitionf constraint recrsnitionr and level of involvements re- 
spectivel^t The^ also show the factor scores and communalities of 
the field staff for each issue on each of the three factors found 
for each variable ♦ The results of the factor analyses were almost 
identical for both the field and central office staffsf so the re- 
sults for the central-office staff are not presented in these 
tables^ 

If we look at the mean scores f irstr we can make some compar- 
ison of how MSDE employees perceive the 20 issues* On the 4-point 
scales usedr a mean of 2*5 would be at the mit^v^oint of the scale* 
For problem recocnitionr firsti we can see that most of the means 
fall near the midpoint of the scaler indicatinc that employee 
scores essentially fit a normal distribution on these variables* 

There were a few exceptionsr however* Employees were espec- 
ially likely to stop to think about sharinc ideas with f-eople at 
the same orcanisational level r communication with supervisors or 
subordinatesr manacement decisions that affect their Jobsf achjiev- 
inG somethiriG in their Jobsy workinc conditions^ salary and bene- 
fitsr and innovation in their Jobs — all situations that directly 
involve them personally* These exceptions were true for both the 
field and central office staffs* Both field and central office 
staffs are least likely to think about communicatinc with educators 
thouGhout Maryland — with new ideas oriGinatinc in local systems and 
with sharinc ideas with educators in other parts of the state* The 
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TABLE 7 

Means f Fsctor Losdincsv and Corrimunalities 
For Problem Recocnition on 2Q Education Isfiues 



Mean <4-Pt* Seal©) Factors for Field Staff 



Central Educ* Job- Intarnal 
Field Office Issues Related Coiriniun* Commun- 
Istiues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw 



SharinG ideas with people who 



work 3t the same oraan- 


3.39 


3.48 


.14 


.18 


.58 


.39 


Sharinc ideas with people uho 
supervise your work or those 


3.2^ 


3.40 


.11 


.12 


.74 


.59 


New ideas or iGinatiriG in local 


1 .89 


2.32 


.59 


.02 


. 17 


.38 


ManaGement decisions that affect 


3. 33 


.28 


.33 


. 31 


.28 


How well the Pi.-blic understands 


2.82 


.72 


.13 


. 16 


.57 


National educational issues* 


2.41 


2.78 


.78 


.18 


.15 


.66 


State educational issues««*« 


2.65 


3.08 


.77 


.23 


. 13 


.66 


Education issues in uour local 


2.69 


2.83 


.73 


.20 


. 03 


.58 


AchievinG somethins worthwhile 


3.47 


3.68 


.33 


.50 


.30 


.45 


New ideas orisinatinG from 
















2.43 


2.74 


.70 


.15 


.22 


.56 


Recommendations of national 














comniissions studuinG 


2.11 


2.52 


.73 


.07 


. 17 


.56 


Morkinc conditions in aour Job 


3.55 


3.51 


.09 


.58 


. 13 


.36 


Public participation 


2.23 


2.53 


.73 


.17 


. 02 


.56 




2.65 


2.81 


.72 


.17 


. 10 


.56 


New technoloGu ussd 


2.68 


2.97 


.69 


.29 


. 12 


.58 


Your salary and benefits.... 


3.62 


3.48 


.03 


.71 


-. 04 


.51 
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TABLE 7 (continued) 
Meansr Fdctor LoadinGsr and Conimunalities * 
For Probl€^m Recosnition on 20 Education Issuer 

Mean (fl-Pt» Scale) Factors for Field Staff 

Central Educ* * Job- Internal 
Field Office Issues Related Commun* Commun- 
Issues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw 

Makins chances to do uour Job 

more effectively^ 3*50 3*61 #22 .69 .26 •S/ 

Explaininc what you do in your 

Job to the General public^* 2.37 2.67 •28 .33 .2^ ^24 
ShaririG ideas with educators in 

other parts of M3r»:ilrrid 1.86 2.38 .55 • 07 •I? ♦34 

Police decisions made by the 
Maryland State Board 

of Education • 2*45 2*65 •46 ♦29 »07 »30 

Percentace of variance 

explained by each f actor ♦ 39% 10% 7X 



field staff also had Ixttle interest in reconmiendations of national 
commissions on education* 

Because the field staff works with rehabilitation and dis- 
ability problems and not in education per ser it Generally had 
lower scores on the educational issues to which the situational 
variables were applied and slichtly hisher scores on the issues 
that directly related to Job conditions* 

For constraint recocnitiony means Generally fell more at the 
ends of the scale than in the middler indicatina either hich or low 
levels of perceived constraint* Both field and central office em- 
ployees felt the least constrained in situations directly related 
to their Jobs! sharinc ideas with coworkers at the same level and 
with superiors and subordinatesf achievinc somethinc in their Jobr 
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table' 8 

Meansf Factor Loadincf^r and Communalitias 
For Constraint RecoGnition on 20 Education Xssuoft 



Mean (4-pt* Scala) Factors for Field Staff 



Central Educ* Job- Internal 
Field Office Issues Related Comniun* Commun- 
Issues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw 



Shsrinc ideas iJith people who 
work at the same orcan- 





2.28 


2.12 


.17 


.06 


.67 


.48 


ShsririG ideas with people who 
supervise aour work or those 


2.27 


2.13 


.23 


-.01 


.67 


.50 


New ideas orisinatiriG in local 


3.35 


3.06 


.63 


.19 


.21 


.48 


ManaGement decisions that affect 


2.65 




.00 


.58 


.52 


How well the public understands 


2.89 


.65 


.24 


.31 


.58 


National educational issues* 


3.^2 


3.32 


.85 


.02 


.18 


.76 


State educational issues*««t 


3.28 


3.06 


.83 


.04 


.27 


.76 


Education issues in uour local 


3.10 


3.01 


.70 


.15 


.24 


.57 


AchievinG somethinc worthwhile 


2.10 


1.96 


.17 


.30 


.68 


.59 


New ideas oricinatinc from 


3.18 


2.9^ 


.63 


.26 


.30 


.56 


Recommendations of national 
comniissions studuinc education 




3.31 


.72 


.16 


.18 


.58 


MorkinG conditions in aour Job 


2.^4 


2.50 


.27 


.07 


.73 


.61 


Public participation 


3.26 


3.10 


.65 


.38 


.15 


.59 




3.03 


3.03 


.54 


.56 


.20 


.64 


New technoloGU used 


3.18 


2.89 


.65 


.45 


.25 


.69 


Your salari:! and benefits.... 


3.01 


3.11 


.45 


.07 


.34 


.32 
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TABLE 8 < continued) 

M<?ari»r factor Loa<;Jiocftr and^CgwimunaUtieft 
For Corifitraint Recoanxtion on 20 education Issuam 

Factors for Field Staff 

ir- ES5^^®^ Educ* ^Job- Internal 

Field Office Issues Related Commun* Commun- 

Is«ues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw 

MakinG chances to do v^our Job 

more effectively 2»18 2*16 ^14 ♦I? ^74 ^60 

E>jpl3iriinG what you do in your 

Job to the General public*^^ 2»47 2*54 ^22 ^27 ^34 

SharinG ideas with educators in 

other parts of Maryland 3»17 2»S2 ♦49 ♦SA ^36 #51 

Policy decisions made by the 
Marvjland State Board 

of Education 3^37 3^31 ,6Q ♦12 ♦SI ♦^S 

Percentace of varianc© 

explained by each f actor ♦ 47% 15% 



and innovatiriG in their Job» They felt most constrained about 
dealinG with new ideas from local school system? nationalr stater 
and local education issues^ research on education^ national com- 
missionsr public participation in schoolsr their salary and bene- 
fitsr and policy decisions made by the state board of education* 

Employees workina in the fieldr however r Generally had hiGher 
levels of constraint reooGnition for the educational issuesr be- 
cause their Jobs do not relate to education except in a broad 
sense ♦ Thusr they feel there is little that they can do about ed- 
ucational issues* Their constraint recocnition was slichtly lower 
for the issues related to Jobs directly than it was for central 
office employees* 
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TABLE 9 

Meanftf Factor Loadinctf and Communal iti»« 
For Level of Involvemant on 20 Education Xsmues 

Mean (4~pt* Scale) Factors for Field Staff 

Central Educ^ Job- Internal 
Field Office Issues Related Commun* Commun- 
Issues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor ality 

Sharins ideas with people who 
work, at the same orean- 

isational level as wou 3»28 3#34 •08 ♦SB ♦SI #41 

SharinG ideas with people who 
supervise your work, or those 

you supervise 3tl3 3^23 ♦10 ♦47 ♦flZ ♦^A 

New ideas oriGinatins in local 

school systems 1*76 2^09 ^65 ♦IS ♦IB ♦^B 

ManaGement decisions that affect 

your Job 2*73 2*82 ♦27 ,61 ♦IS ^^6 

Ho?c well the public understands 

education 1^99 2^16 ♦68 ^12 < 24 ♦Sfl 

National educational issues^ 1^7S 2*00 ♦SS ♦IS ♦ 02 ^71 

State educational issues^^^^ 1^99 2#32 ♦SZ ♦ZS ♦OZ ,7^ 

Education issues in your local 

school system 2^07 2^13 ♦73 ^22 tlO ♦AO 

AchievinG somethins worthwhile 

in your Job 3^27 3*35 ♦18 ^63 ♦fll ♦AO 

New ideas orisinatinG from 

research on education 1^9B 2^2^ *76 ^IS ♦lA tAfl 

Recommendations of national 

commissions study ins education 1^7B 1«?7 *77 «17 ♦OB ♦A^ 

MorkinG conditions in your Job 3^10 3^12 ^17 ^79 ♦IS ♦AB 

Public participation 

in schools l^BB 2#0A ♦SO ^12 ♦IS ♦A? 

Student performance ♦♦♦ 2^06 2^1A ^71 ♦Ifl ♦IB ♦SA 

New technoloGbi used 

in education 2^02 2^32 ,77 ,ZQ ♦l^ ♦AA 

Your salary and benefits^^^^ 2^9B 2^B9 ,19 ,77 ♦Ol ♦AS 

Makins chanses to do your Job 

more effectively 3^15 3*22 ♦l^ ^73 ♦flS ^73 
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TABLE 9 (continued) 
Mesnsf Factor Loadinssr and CoMmunalitias 
For Level of Involvefnent on 20 Education Ifisues 

Mean <4-i^t» Scale) Factors for Field Staff 

Central Educ» Job- Internal 
Field Office Issues Related Commuru Commun- 
Issues Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw 

Explaininc what you do in wour 

Job to the General public* 2*54 2*4A •SI .23 •SZ •47 

Sharinc ideas with educators in 

other parts of Maryland* • 1*83 2*27 •SB • 0^ •^^ ,54 

Policy decisions made by the 
Marv^land State Board 

of Education 2*02 2*ia •SO •41 •08 ^42 

Percentase of variance 

explained bw each f actor ••••••••••• • 46% 1^% 5% 



The level of involvement means r for both croups of MSDE em- 
ployeesf Generally were lower than the problem recocnition means y 
indicatinc that MSDE employees freouentlw think about issues that 
they do not believe involve them personally^ Howevery their per- 
ceived level of involvement Generally was discaurasinG low on any 
situation outside the departments such as sharinG ideas with edu- 
cation workers in other parts of the state} nationalf stater and 
local education issues? public understandinG of education? national 
commissions? public participation in schools? student performance? 
or policy decisions made bw the State Board of Education^ Mean 
levels of involvement were even lower for field employees than 
central office employees r acain probably because thew do not work 
with educational issues per se • 

The means for level of involvement were above the midpoint of 
the scale only for the situations directly related to employees' 
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Job&9 3 pattern that was even more true for the field staff than 
the central -office staffs These low level of involvement means 
could have resulted because the laree MSDE support staff perceives 
little involveiTient with the spectruA of educational and com muni ca- 
tion issues with which thew work indirectly* Howeverr the low in- 
volvement scores could also reflect the hiah centralization and low 
3utonom*>i indicated in the second part of this report* MSDE employ- 
ees could feel they have little involvement with the broad educa- 
tional mission and communication about itr other than the perform- 
ance of their daily tasks* 

In the study of central-office employees r factor analysis 
yielded three factors with the standard measure of an eieen value 
Greater than 1»0 for each of the three situational variables* A 
fourth factor resulted for constraint recoGnition# but its loadinss 
were not meanincfulr and a three-factor solution was forced for 
that variable to make the results compatible with those for the 
other variables* 

For the study of field employees? therefore? a three-factor 
solution acain was forced to make the results comparable* Three 
factors resulted for level of involvement without for cine the so- 
lution* For problem recocnitionr a fourth factor had an eicen value 
of 1*003* For constraint recoGnitionv the eioen value of the third 
factor was only slichtly below 1*0 (*973)* Thusr the three-factor 
solution acain was a reasonable solution* 

In both studies f the dominant factor for ec^ch of the three 
variables represented all of the purely educational issues — sua-* 
GestinG that employees likely to communicate about any of these 
issues would communicate about all of them* A second factor had 

41 
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hich losdiriGS onlw for directlw involvina Job situationft — such 9% 
manaaeiTierit decision* that affect th» Jobr achievine sonittthinc in 
the Jobr workinG conditionsf salarw and henefitsr and innovation on 
the Job* A third factor showed a pattern of concern for internal 
comiTiunication problems — communication with employees at the 'same 
level f with supervisor and subordinates? andr to a lesser extent? 
with education employees in other parts of Maryland and with the 
General public* In addition? the Job-related variables also Gener- 
ally had hish secondary loadinGs on the internal communication 
factors* 

For the field employees? three of the external and internal 
variables loaded more hichly on the Job-related factors for level 
of involvement and problem recocnition than they did for the cen- 
tral-office employeesf suGcestins that communication is more of a 
daily part of the Job in the field than in the Baltimore office* 
These variables included communication with the General public? 
with coworkers at the same level? and with superiors and subordin- 
ates* 

The communalities showed that nearly all of the variance in 
these 20 issues could be explained by their association with the 
other issues as represented by the three factors ♦ The only commun- 
ality that was relatively low was that for communication with the 
General public? and it was somewhat hiGher for the field staff for 
which such communication was more freouent^ 

The mean scores for the information seekinG Questions were 
nearly all well below the midpoint of the 4-Point scale (Table 10) 
for both Groups of employees and even lower for field employees 
than central-office employees* However? low information-seekinG 
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TABLE 10 

Means f F ctor Losdincsf and Coniniunalitics 
For Information Seekins on 17 Education Issues 

Mean (^-Pt» Scale) Factors for Field Staff 

Central Educ« Job- Internal 
Field Office Icsues Related Comnun^ Comiuun- 
Brochure Title Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw 

The Effective Supervisor { Uhat 

You Can Expect from Your Boss* 2*77 2*87 ♦11 #79 #072 ♦flZ 

Salaries and Benefits of Teachers 
and Other Education Workers in 

50 States 2*64 ^24 • 48 .21 ^38 

Effective Communication amonG 

Teachers or Education Workers^ 2»10 2*19 ♦SA • 46 ♦29 •62 

Educstiorif Public Policwt and 

the Reacan Administration* • ♦ 2*01 2*07 «53 ♦SZ «38 •S? 

New Ideas in Maryland Schools* 

Ten Case Studies of Innovation 1»99 2»35 ♦SS ^23 «60 •69 

A Consolidated Summary of Reports 
b'd National Commissions on 

Edueation 1>65 2«08 ^61 «14 .H6 .62 

DemoGraphy and Disability! A 

Chartbook for Rehabilitation* 2»58 1»81 .3B ♦32 #1^ ^27 

A Guide to Student Performance* 

Why Do Schools Succeed 2*1^ 2*39 ^29 ♦31 ^75 ^61 

What Or Ganizations can do to Make 
Employees More Satisfied with 

their Jobs 2^95 2»99 ♦IS ♦Al ^23 ^^6 

New TechnoloGH in the Schools J 

Here's What's Available Hou.. 2.2fi 2i^6 ^41 ♦SS .m .62 

Handbook of Maryi^.,cj state 

Educational Police 2^21 2^48 ♦SO ^32 .21 .^2 

Toward UnderstandinG ♦ How 
Educators Can Communicate 

with the Public 1*91 2*19 ^72 ^28 ^25 ^62 

Team BuildinG and Human Relations 

in Education 2«06 2«3l .73 ♦35 ♦IS .66 

An Update on the Most Useful 
Educational Research in the 

United States 1*92 2*25 .67 ♦IS •47 •67 
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TABLE 10 (continued) 

Heansf Factor Loddincsv and Coinniunalities 
For Information Seekinc on 17 Education Issues 

Mean <4-pt* Scale) Factors for Field Staff 

Central Educ* Job- Internal 
Field Office Issues Related Commun* Commurr 
Brochure Title Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor ality 

EDNET* ♦ ♦A Per6onali2:ed 
ComiTiunicBtion Network 

for Maryland Educators 1*74 2»04 •78 •lO .33 .67 

Taxes and Policie5##»A Comparison 

of Maryland School Systems*** 1*81 2*10 •49 *13 ^39 *44" 

The Innovative Educator * * • What 

You can do to Generate Ideas* 2*11 2*33 *60 .29 *35 ♦SB 

PercentaGe of variance explained 

by each factor 51 5% 3% 



scores are not unusual in studies of this kind* Information seekinc 
reauires effortr and in real life not many employees actually take 
the trouble to seek out brochures with titles like those in Table 
10* Nevertheless r information seekinc does seem auite low for a 
professional orcanisation like MSDE* Onlw the brochures directly 
related to an employee's Job had mean scores above the midpoint of 
the scale* 

In the central-office studyr factor analysis also yielded 
three factors with an eicen value Greater than 1*0* The third fac- 
• tor had an eicin value of *86 in the field studwr althoush the 
third factor was forced to make comparison possible* In both stud- 
ies y these three factors asain could be described as an education- 
3l""i55Ues factor r a Job-related factor r and an internal communica- 
tion factor* The communalities were Generally hiGhf although not as 
hiGh as in the factor analyses of problem recoGnitiont level of 
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involvement y and constraint recoGnitioru 

In additionr thero were many hiah secondare loadinasy esr^ec*- 
iallw for the field staff r meaninc that this factor analysis did 
not wield factors that were as pure as those in the other factor 
analyses ♦ One reason could have been the Generally low scores on 
inf orjTiation seekincr which left less variance in the variables to 
correlate with the variance in the other variables^ In aeneralr 
thereforer there seemed to be a General information seekinG tend- 
ency amonG MSDE employees? those who seek information seek all 
kindsr 4ith only a sliGht tendency to differentiate aroonG the three 
types of situations^ 

For information processinGr most of the mean scores for each 
of the hypothetical article titles were at about the midpoint of 
the scale (Table 11) r with the means for field employees Generally 
lower than means for the centrals-office staff* AGainr employees 
rated article titles hiGhly only if they related to personal Job 
situations* These means r like those for information seeking r were 
relatively low compared to those found in other studies usinG the 
same measures — aGain suGGestinG a relatively low level of communi- 
cation by MSDE employees* 

Factor analysis aGain revealed three factors almost identical 
to those found for the other situational variables* A fourth factor 
had an eiGen value of exactly 1^0 in the central-office study and 
1*031 in the field studyr but it was not meanincful and the analy- 
sis was limited to the three factors* With a few exceptions^ the 
communalities show that the factors account for the variance in the 
article titles well* However r there acain was a pattern of hich 
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TABLE 11 

Meanftr Factor Loadin«fif and Communal itiM 
For Information Processinc on 18 Education Issues 

Mean <fl~pt* Scala) Factors for Field Staff 

Central Educ ♦ Job- Internal 
Field Office Issues Related Commun* Commun- 
Article Title Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor ality 

Survey shows how workers in 
education departments in Marw- 

land rate their supervisors* • 3*10 3*38 •lA •SS #15 ♦31 

SAT scores up acain in '8^t 
Maryland scores tops in resion 
but two points off U»S» math 

averaae 2*21 2*61 •39 •!? •^l ♦^l 

Gov» Harry HuGhes seen likely to 
reouest less state aid for educ- 
ation that recommended by the 

Civiletti task force 2*7^ 2*97 .28 •25 ^^7 •^l 

Task force releases its proposal 
for pension reform for Maryland 

teachers and state employees* 3»^2 3 #37 #00 ^38 #22 #22 

Computers in school t What is 

happeninG in Maryland 2»^3 2»73 •60 •l^ ^10 •39 

Salisbury State Collece manacement 
professor tells how better commun- 
ication with conselors improves 
individual and orGanizational 

performance 2*27 2^0^ •36 ♦08 •59 •47 

Maryland educators offer eouity 
workshops in 18 local school 

systems 1^81 1*84 .59 .04 •^S ^56 

Here's what is happeninc to 
budsets in Maryland local 

school districts 2.10 2*33 ^63 ^19 ^27 •SS 

Educational research at the 
University of Maryland provides 

tips for better teachinc • . . . ♦ ♦ 1^92 2.24 .81 .03 .23 .61 

Awareness campaicri demonstrates 
that handicapped people have a lot 

more ability than disability. 3.09 2*62 .12 .17 .53 .32 
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TABLE 11 (continued) 
Means f Factor LoadincGf and Communal i ties 
For Information Processins on 18 Education Issues 

Mesn <4-pt* Scale) Factors for Field Staff 

Central Educ* Job- Internal 
Field Office Issues Related Coromuri* Commun- 
Article Title Staff Staff Factor Factor Factor alitw 

New ideas abound in Maryland 
schools! here are some you micht 

use 2»14 2*5^ .7^ ♦I? ♦IS •S? 

Horkers in Maryland education 
def^artments rate their workins 
conditions and Job 

satisfaction 3»05 3*33 .20 •Zl ♦08 ^^0 

Public understandinG of education 
essential! Mhat you can do to 

conimunicate with the public** 2»18 2*51 .58 #28 ♦S? •S? 

MSDE proposes an informal network 
-that would allow educators 
throUGhout the state to commun- 
icate with other educators 

sharinG common problems 2*0^ 2*^9 •S? •I? ♦SZ ♦SS 

Teacher croups oppose 
recomniendations of Teacher 

Quality Reports 2*02 2»^1 .58 •30 ^23 ♦^S 

The Reacan administration 
announces its plans for 

education in 198^ , 2^71 2*71 .37 .58 

After the national commissions* ♦ 
what the proposals mean in 

Maryland 2.25 2.48 .43 .31 .47 .56 

Johns Hopkins productivity 
expert tells what innovative 

employees do differently 2.44 2.64 .23 .30 .43 .37 

Percentatse of variance 

explained by each f actor .. ♦ 41% 6% 9X 



secondary loadinssy especially in the field study-"-suGGe5tinG a 
sinsle pattern of information pr ocessinc that is not finely dif- 
ferentiated amone the situations. 



4^ 

Table 12f next» moves from these hwpothetical measures of the 
theoretical concepts of information seeking and Processinc to 
measures of actual communication behaviors^ The table shows the 
meansf for both Groups of employees? end factor loadinssf for the 
field stafff for the use of educational media and other internal 
and e>:tern3l communication sources and contacts* 

Most of tie means fall near the midpoint of the scaler showinc 
a normal distribution for the use of these communication sources bw 
MSDE employees* Onlu the use of local newsletters end contacts with 
parents of school children were much below the midpoint* Especially 
hich were use of daily newsP3f=^ersf commercial radio and television* 
memos and letters both sent and received* and communication with 
subordinates f Pt^ople in other divisions of the department? and the 
immediate supervisor • 

The means were Generally similar for both central-office and 
field employeesf althouch field employees typically had a lower 
meari for purely educational media* 

Factor analysis yielded five sicnificant factors that were 
almost identical for both croups of employees* There were substan- 
tial secondary loadincs throuchout the factors and several moderate 
communalitiesf indicatinc that employees mix their use of these 
communication media and contacts and that the sources and contacts 
do not fall perfectly into separate cateGories* However f the five 
factors do reveal five reasonably distinctive types of communica- 
tion » Table 12 shows the factor structure for the field employees? 

>*cUertic3l internal communication — especially top administra- 
tors* middle administratorsf division meetinetf superiors and sub- 
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TABLE 12 

Meansf Factor LoadiriGSf and Communalities for Educational Mediar 
Infer mat ion Sour cast and Communication Contacts 

Mean (5~pt» Scala) 

Vertical External Mass Horizontal 

Central- Commun* Comroun* Memos Media Conimun* Commun- 

Field Office Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor alitw^ 

MSDE Newsletter 2*23 2*75 .17 ♦SS ♦!? -•05 .21 

Local school 
systeiTi news- 
letter 1.58 1*85 ♦Ol .5^ ♦ll ^06 -.OA ♦SI 

Conimer c i a 1 educ ♦ 

publications* 1.90 2*50 ♦IS .61 ^24 ♦l^ -.09 .^8 

Daily newspaper 3.08 3*20 ♦ 06 ♦IS .17 .77 -.02 .66 

Meekly news- 

y^^^G^ 2*69 2*60 ♦OZ .20 ♦IS ^69 .02 .S4 

Commercial radio 

^rid TV 2*86 3.01 ♦03 .10 ♦ll ♦AO .22 .43 

Bulletin boards 2.61 2.61 ♦OS .23 .33 ^25 .12 .24 

Memos or 

letters sent^^ 2.71 3.20 ♦SI .21 .69 .17 .13 .61 

Memos or letters 

received 3.16 3.40 ♦SI .07 ^72 ♦SO .17 .63 

Subordinates^ ♦ 2.55 2.85 ♦SS .13 ^46 ^09 .23 .35 

Coworkers in own 

office/division 3.41 3.54 ♦ 09 ♦OS ♦SS -♦01 .69 .60 

Individuals in 
other units of 

the department. 2.98 3.04 ♦SS .13 .28 -.04 .57 .47 

Individuals in 
other education 

orcanisations^. 2.14 2.74 ♦34 ^54 .07 ♦OS .27 .50 

lirimediate 

supervisor ... ♦ 3.S9 3.41 ^40 .01 .30 ^07 .42 v43 

Division 

meetincs 2.51 2.53 ♦SS .22 .24 ♦OS .12 .41 
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TABLE 12 (continued) 
Meansf Factor LoodinsSf and Commurialities for Educational Mediar 
InforiTiation Sources f and Communication Contact* 

Mean (4-Pt# Scale) 

Vertical External Mass Horizontal 

Central- Commun* Comniun* Meroos Media Comniun* Conimun- 
Field Office Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor ality* 

Middle-level 

adniinistrators* 2*45 2*65 ♦lO •I? #05 #22 472 

Top 

administrators* 2*06 2*22 #69 412 401 ♦08 ♦SS 

The •Grapevine* 2*71 2*63 ♦IS -•02 ^OO #14 432 ♦l^ 

Parents of 

school children 1*87 1*98 #08 461 -•lO #12 tSl ♦SO 

Comniuni tu 

leaders 2^02 2^04 ^25 ^57 •l^ ^25 ♦lA ♦50 

Friends and 

neichbors 2^32 2^34 -♦OS ^37 -^02 ♦S^ ^43 ♦^^ 

Percentace of variance 

explained by each factor 10% 28% 8Z 7X 6X 

ordinatesf and people in other units of the departments 

^•CExternal communication — especially parents f community* lead- 
ersf individuals in other school systems^ menios and letters sent 
outf and friends and neiahborsJ also loadins on this factor were 
the MSDE newsletter f local school newsletter Sf and educational 
publications* For the field staffs bulletin boards loaded hichly 
alsof suGGestinc that they may provide external information ♦ 

)iCMeiTios — memos and letters sent and received loaded extremely 
hiGhly on this factor J communication with subordinates f coworkers 
in the same officer and individuals in local school systems (the 
recipients of the memos and letters) also loaded hiehly* Bulletin 
boards loaded hiGhly on this factor for the field staff* 
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xMdss niedia — especisllw daily and weekly newspapers and com- 
itiercial radio and television* 

^'r{ori2ontal communicationf both internal and internal- exter- 
nal— includine coworkers in the same unitf individuals in other 
unitsf the Grapevine? and parents? coiTimunity leaders? and friends 

and neiohbors* For the field staff? the immediate supervisor and 
middle-level manaGement loaded on this factor? suGcestinc that more 
symmetric? horizontal communication takes place between superiors 

and suborinates at the field level ♦ 
Canonical Correlation 

Now that all of the situational variables have been reduced 
into maJor ca'tesories represented by factors? we can correlate the 
factors representins the independent variables—problem recoani- 
tion? constraint recocnition? and level of involvement — with the 
factors representins the dependent variables — information seekinc? 
information pr ocessins? and use of communication media and con- 
tacts* All of these variables can he correlated simultaneously us- 
ins canonical correlation^ 

AlthouGh the factor analyses had produced almost identical 
factors for both the field and central-office staffs? canonical 
correlations produced different results for the central-office and 
field staffs* For the field staff? canonical correlation produced 
three variates sisnificant at the ♦05 level or less« It produced 
four variates from the central-office data? and the first variate 
described two publics — for a total of five publics* We will look 
therefore st the results of the canonical correlations first for 
the central-office staff and then for the field staff* 
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Employee Publics in the Central Office 

The canonical correldtion produced four variateft sicsnificant 
at the #05 level or less* These four variates seem to describe five 
kinds of publics amonc central-office employees J the first variate 
describes two publics* These five publics can be described as 
follows? 

xThe Job Situations Ohlw Public* This public fits the catecorw 
of an 'invol vine-issues onlw public with the involvine issues 
beine those directly related to employees' Jobs* This public can be 
seen in the correlations in Uariste !♦ Only for the Job-situations 
factors are probleni recocnition and level of involvement positive 
and constraint recocnition necative^ This public is not likely to 
communi cater however > even about the Job situations ♦ Information 
processinG is barely positively correlated and information seekinc 
is barely necative correlated with the variate (althouch neither 
correlation is sienif icant) ♦ All other communication correlations 
are nesative* (In other studiesr involvinc-issue publics also have 
had similar low correlations with communication variablesr even 
those related to the involvinc issues* > 

xThe All-Educational-Xssues Public* ChancinG all of the sisns 
of the correlations with Uariate 1 (reflectinc the variate) reveals 
a second public that is the opposite of the first public* (Variate 
1 distinsuishes these two types of publics from one another t one is 
at the positive end of the variate and the other at the nesative 
end*) When all of the sisns are chancedr Variate 1 reveals a public 
hiGh on problem recocnition and involvement and low on constraint 
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TABLE 13 

Correldtions of Factor ScorM with Canonical Variat^t 
ResultinG from Canonical Correlation of Situational I'sriableB 

For the Central-Of f ic© Staff 

Educ* Issuas Internal Involvement 
/Job* Sit* Commun* Apathetic Only 
Independent Variable Factors Variate Var iate Variate Variate 



Educational is&uesS 

Probleffi recoGnition -♦91 -♦07 -♦16 -♦29 

Constraint recoanition ♦B^ ♦IS ^03 -♦33 

Level of Involvement -♦83 -♦22 ♦OS ♦S? 

Internal communication situations ♦ 

Problem recoGnition -^33 ♦ZS -♦10 ^09 

Constraint recocnition -♦OS -♦A? -♦01 ♦OO 

Level of involvement -♦I? ♦A? ♦Ol ^22 

Job-related situations? 

Problem recocnition ♦IS ♦I/ -^74 ♦Ol 

Constraint recoanition -^21 ^36 ♦^Z -♦O/ 

Level of involvement ♦lA ♦ 17 -♦S^ ♦SA 

Dependent Variable Factors 



Educational issues! 

Information seekinc -♦88 -♦ 09 ♦IS ♦S^ 

Information processinG -^76 -♦17 -^21 -♦SO 

Internal communication situations? 

Information seekinG -♦S^ -♦03 -♦^S ♦IS 

Information ProcessinG — ♦SS -♦OA -♦Ol ♦SZ 

Job-related situations* 

Information seekinG —♦06 ♦lO -♦59 ^^2 

Information processinG ^04 ^24 -^62 ^14 

Mediaf Sources^ and Contacts? 

Vertical communication -^29 ♦SS ^06 -♦ll 

External communication -^80 -♦ 1^ -♦IS -♦OS 

Memos and letters -^27 ^38 ^19 ♦OS 

Mass media -♦21 -♦Ol -♦19 -♦SS 

Horizontal communication —♦OS #20 -^^2 -♦OS 

Canonical correlation ^87 ♦SO ♦SS ^26 



recoGnition for all of the factors except the Job-related factors 
(constraint recosnition on the internal communication factor does 
not correlatef however ♦> Correlations are also hich on all of the 
communication factors except for the Job-related factorsr includins 
all of the media and communication sources^ Thisf thr^Uf is an 
all-issues public communicatino about nearly all of the issues 
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studied* 

xThe Internal Communication Public* The second variate ident- 
ifies a lirnited-issues public concerned primarily about internal 
communication in MSDEf althouGh it has some concern with the 

Job-related situations* The vcviate does not correlate with the 

« 

factors measurinG information seekinc and processing rel?)ted to 
internal communicationr but it does correlate — losicallw — with the 
vertical communicationr memos and letters? and horizontal corrimuni- 
cation factors* 

xThe Apathetic Public* Variate 3 identifies an apathetic pub- 
lic* Nearly all of the correlations are nesative (constraint rec- 
osnition positive) or small with both the independent perception 
factors and the dependent communication factors* 

JicThe Involvement-Only Public* The fourth variate identifies a 
kind of public that has not shown up in previous research* For the 
independent variablesf level of involvement correlates positively 
with all three factorsr whereas the other variables correlate nec- 
atively or not at all* This publics in other words feels involved 
with all of these issues but does not think about them even thoush 
it does not feel constrained from doins anythinc about them* In- 
formation seekinsf broucht on by the hich involvement is Generally 
hich for all of the issues? but none of the communication sources 
and contacts correlates positively* 

We can determine the relative percentace of MSDE central- 
office employees in these five kinds of publics by placinc each 
employee into the public for which it has the himhest score on the 
canonical variate* (Public 2 was identified by multiplyinc the 
scores on Variate 1 by -1 * The Job-Situations-Only Public and the 
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All-Educational Situations Public were tha two dominant publics* 



The results broke down as follows! 

Job-Situations-Onlw Public 27% 

All-Educational~Situ3tions Public 26% 

Internal Communication Public 19% 

Apathetic Public 15% 

Involvement-Onlw Public 1^% 



Employee Publics in the Field Staff 

The variates for the field staff described only three publics 
(Table 14) ♦ Those three publics include* 

«The Educational-Issues/Internal Communication Public^ Nearly 
all of the sisns for the first variate were neaative^ so that these 
siGns were all chanced (the variate was reflected) so that the 
positive side of the ariate could be examined rather than the 
necative* When all of the sisns are chansedf Uariate 1 reveals a 
public hish on problem recocnition and involvement and low on con- 
straint recosnition for all of the factors except the Job-related 
factor sr althoush level of involvement was positively and con- 
straint recosnition neeatively correlated with the variate^ Corre- 
lations are also hich with all of the communication factors^ in- 
cludins the Job-related factors* Thisv \;henf is an all-issues pub- 
lic that communicates about nearl*-^ «ii of L!i«r Issues studied^ but 
especially the issues that will be emphasized in th9 ■People on the 
Grow* traininci prosram* The hichest correlation of al?, the commun- 
ication variables was with the ext^.rnal communication factor that 
resulted from factor ins the variables that measure emplob^e's use 
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of media and comiriunication sources and contacts. The field staff in 
these two divisions* evidently* communicate freouentlu with exter- 
nal contacts* 



TABLE 14 

Correlations of Factor Scores with Canonical Variates 
Resultinc from Canonical Correlation of Situational l/ariables 

For the Field Staff 



Independent Variable Factors 



Educ* Issues/ 
Intern* Comm* 
Variate/a 



Educational issues* 

Problem recocnition 

Constraint recocnition 

Level of Involvement 
Internal communication situations: 

Problem reoocnition 

Constraint recocnition 

Level of involvement 
Job-related situations* 

Problem recocnition 

Constraint recosnition 

Level of involvement 

DeF'endent Variable Factors 

Educational issues* 

Information seekins 

Information processins 
Internal communication situations* 

Information seekins 

Information Processinc 
Job-related situations* 

Information seekins 

Information processins 
Median Sources* and Contacts: 

Vertical communication 

External communication 

Memos and letters 

hass media 

Horizontal communication 



.91 

■*67 
*70 

*35 
•*17 

*02 
•*'^5 
*15 



*6B 
*70 

*32 
*58 

*55 
*21 

*37 
*70 
*2fl 
*18 
*18 



Job Related/ 
Intern* Comm* 
Variate 



-*08 
*40 

♦ 39 

*56 

♦ 49 

♦ 54 

♦ 05 
*57 



-* 18 
•*29 

♦ 37 
■*02 

♦ 43 

♦ 30 

*50 
•*23 
*51 

♦ 01 

♦ 00 



Job 
Related 
Var iate 



*10 
*11 
*10 

*00 
*35 
-*36 

*70 
•*27 
»16 



■*42 
*05 

*20 
•*09 

*37 

»63 

•*39 
*13 

•*11 
*04 
*03 



Canonical correlation 



77 



*50 



*29 



a/This is a reflected variate* The canonical correlation prosram produced 
a solution with the opposite sisns* Theu have been chanced for both 
independent and dependent variables to make interpretation easier* 



5KThe Job-Related/Internal Communication Public* The second 
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variate identifies 9 limited-isBues public concerned priwiarilw 
dbout internal communication in MSDE and with the Job-related sit- 
uations* The public identified by this variate feels moderately 
oonstrained about the Job situations? however* The variate corre- 
latesf loGicallyt with the vertic&l communication and memos and 
lett ers factor 5—— both internal orms of communication— —but not with 
external communication* The correlations with information seekina 
and processinG sUGsest that this public will seeky but not processf 
information about internal communication and will process? but not 
seekf information about Job situations* 

5KThe Job-Related Situations Onlw Public* This public fits the 
eatecory of an ■ invol vine-issues onlw publicr" with the involvinc 
issues beinc those directlw related to employees' Jobs* This per- 
eeptions and communicati on behaviors of this public can be seen in 
the correlations in Variate 1* Only for the Job-situations factors 
do the variates correlate hishly and positively with problem rec- 
OGfiition and level of involvement and necatively with constraint 
recoGnition* This public seems to have a sliaht interest in- the 
educational issuesr as indicated by small f positive correlations 
with problem recosnition and level of involvement* However? it 
feels constrained about doinc anything about these issues* As the 
situational theory predicts? this variat© correlates positively 
with information seekine andr especially? information pr ocessina* 
The public exposes iiself only to a small decree to educational 
mediaf sources? and contacts* Only external communication corre- 
late?^ positively and sisnif icantly * (In other studies? involvinG- 
i ssue publics also have had similar low correlations with communi- 
eation variables? even those related to the involvins issues*) 
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Me can determino the relative percentaoe of HSDE field em- 
ploviees in these three kinds of publics bu pldcins each employee 
into the public for which it has the hichest score on the canonical 
variate^ The results showed a nearly eoual distribution of employ- 
ees i 

Educational Issues/Internal Coniuni cation Public 35% 
Job-Related/Internal Comniunicat ion Public 33% 
Job-Relations Issues Public 32% 

Correlations of Publics with Deniosraphic Variables 
and Job Satisfaction 

Me can better identify these five publics by lookinc at their 
democraphic characteristics — by correlatinc each of the canonical 
variates with the democraphic variables* Me will look first at 
these correlations for the central-office staff xnu then for the 
field staff* 

For the central-office stafff reniember that the sicns of the 
first variate must be chansed to determine the correlations with 
the All-Educational-Issues Public* Table 15f thereforer shows that 
Most of the sisnificant correlations arc with the first variate* 
The All-Educational-Issues Public is most likely to have a man- 
aeerial Jobf to have worked more years in educationr to be older 
and More educated^ and to be male* The Job-Related Situations Pub- 
lic has the opposite characteristics* 

Both the Internal Comniunicat ion Public and the Apathetic Pub- 
lic tend slichtly to have a manaserial positiorn' more educationr 
and more years workins in education than other employees* The In- 
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volvement Onlw Public correlates weaklw or not at all with the 
demoGraphic variablest althoush there i» a verw slicht tendencw for 
this public to be younsr maler blackr and in a manaGerial role* 



TABLE 15 

Correlations of DenioGraphic Variables of the Central-Office Staff 
With Canonical Vdriates IdentifyinG Publics 





Educ* Issues 


Internal 




Involven-ent 


DemoGraphic Variable 


/Job* Sit* 


Commun* 


Apathetic 


Onlw 


Var iate 


Vsriate 


Uariate 


Variate 


Years workiriG in education 


-•54 


• 09 


• 09 


-•023IC 


Years workinc in MSDE 


-•09 


• 033IC 


• O^JiC 


-•O^jr 


Years in present Job 


-•11 


-•03Jic 


• 06}ic 


• OOxc 


Ace 


-•32 


-•OlJic 


• 02}ic 


-•13 


Education 


-•65 


• 17 


• 12 


• 073IC 


Sex (female = positive correlation) .IS 


-•OSJic 


-•10 


-•10 


Race (black = positive correlation)-*033«c 


-•18 


-♦05x 


• 09 


Disabled 


-•06)»c 


-•O^jr 


-•02)ic 


-•053IC 


Position in hierarchy 


-•^6 


• 15 


• 16 


• 08 



^•tNot siGnificant at P<^05» 



Table 16r thenr shows the correlations of the demoGraphic 
variables with the publics found in the field r.taff^ The correla- 
tions in Table 16 Generally are lowr althouGh most are siGnificant* 

They show that members of the educational issues/internal 
communication public are likely to have a position hiGh in the 
hierarchy r to be well educated r to be black and somewha^\, older r and 
not to have been with MSDE or in the present Job a lonG time* The 
Job-related/internal communication variate correlated with few 
demoGraphic variables^ but the public it identifies is whiter ed- 
ucatedr and has been in MSDE lonGer than averace* The Job-related 
vriate seems to consist of women lower in the hierarchy who are 
youncer and less educated and who have not been in the Job a Ions 
time* 
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TABLE 16 

Correlations oT D©moGr»phic l^/arisbles of the Field Staff 
With Canonical Variates Indentifwine Public* 



DemoGraphic Variable 

Years workinc in education 
Years workinG in MSDE 
Years in present Job 
Ace 

Education 

Sex (female = positive correlation) 
Race (black = positive correlation) 
Disabled 

Position in hierarchy 
JKNot sianificant at P<4 05» 



Educ* Issues/ 
Int* CoiTini« 
Uariato 

-♦11 
-♦10 

♦ 11 

♦ 29 
-♦06X 

♦ 16 
-♦ 03x 

♦ 31 



Job Related/ 
Int ♦ CoiTiffi ♦ 
Variate 

♦ 08X 

♦ 10 

♦ OOxc 
-♦13 

♦ 08 

♦ Oixc 
-♦20 

♦ 03)it 

♦ 003)C 



Job 
Related 
Uariate 

-♦03X 

-♦09 

-♦08 

-♦10 

-♦12 

♦ 20 

♦ 03 

♦ 08X 
-♦18 



Mean scores also were computed for each of the canonical var- 
iates for the four levels in the hierachur to supplement the over- 
all correlation with position^ For the central-office staff? Table 
17 shows that the Job Situations Public is found most amons the 
support staffs while the Al 1-Education-Issues Public can be found 
amonG first-line supervisor Sf middle manacementf and top manase- 
ment« The Internal Communication Public is found mostlw in top 
manaGement and to a lesser extent in middle manacement^ The 
Apathetic Public and Involvement Onlw Public are most likela to be 
found in top iTianacement ♦ 

Table 18 provides similar data for the field staffs It shows 
that the education issues/internal communication public appears 
more often with each advance in rank, amons the field staff? but 
that is most common amonr top manacement and middle manasement^ The 
Job-related/internal communication pc;blic did not differ sicnif- 
icantly by rankr althouch it was least common amonc top manacement^ 
Finally f the Job-related public was most common amona support staff 



ERLC 



60 



• 

1 


57 




and declined in imi^ortanc« with earh position lower in th» hier- 


archy* 






Mean Scores on 
By Position in the 


TABLE 17 

Four Canonical Uariates Broken Down 
Hierarchy of the Central-Of f ico Staff/1 


Position 


Educ* Xcsuffs Tnternal 
/v>ob* Sit* Conimun* Apathetic 
V/ariste Uariate Usriste 


^1 IVW J* Wlllwl 1 V 

Onlw 
Usriate 


MSDE Mean 


.014 -.011 -.002 


-.016 


Support Staff 
First Line Supervisors 
Middle Manacenient 
Top Mdnacenient 


.622 -.114 -.186 • 
-.387 -.026 .102 
-.589 .142 .078 
-.500 .544 .432 


-.064 
.040 
.079 
.318 


F 


57.16 3.68 4.41 
(P<.01) (P<.05> (P<,01> 


1.27 
(n.s) 


1/Scores are canonicdl variate scores expressed in standardised Z-scorest 
which have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1^0 • 




Mean Scores on 
By Position in 


TABLE 18 

Four Canonical Uaristes Broken Down 
the Hierarchw of the Field Sta-Tt/l 




Position 


Educ. Issues/ Job Related/ 
Int. Conmi. Int. Coitiiu* 
Uariate Uariate 


Job 
Related 
Vsriats 


MSDE Mean 


-.01 -.01 


-.02 


Support Staff 
First Line Supervisors 
Middle Manacement 
Top Manaeenient 


-.38 -.08 
.19 .04 
.61 -.08 

1.04 -.46 


.16 
-.08 
-.61 
-.76 


F 


16.12 1.11 
(P<.01> (n.s.) 


5.22 
<p<.01) 


1/Scores are canonical variate scores expressed in standardised Z 
which have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1«0^ 


-scoresr 



Nextf the canonical variates were correlated with Job satis- 
faction to determine if any of the publics were more satisfied or 
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' dissatisfied with their individual Jobs or their relationship with 
the orG3nizatiori# For the central-office staff r Table 19 shows the 
All-Educational-Issues Public to have individual Job satisfaction 
andr converselwf for the the Job-Si tuations-Onlw Public to be dis- 
satisfied with its individual Jobs# The first variate that defines 
these two publics did not correlate with orGaniaational Job satis- 
f action^ 

The Internal Communication Uariate correlated positively with 
both individual and orcaniaational Job satisf actionr and the 
Apat^hethic Uariate correlated with neither ♦ However r the Involve- 
ment,-Only Variate correlated necativelw with orsanisational dis- 
satisfaction — probablH showinc that it represents manacers who have 
little autonomy* 

TABLE 19 

Correlations of Individual and Oraanisational Job Satisfaction Factors 
With Four Canonical Uariates Representinc Central-Office Publics 

Educ* Issues Internal Involvement 
/Job# Sit« Commun# Apathetic Only 
Uariate Uar iate Variate Variate 



Individual Job satisfaction -#27 ♦SI ♦005ic 

Orcanizational Job satisfaction *053»: ^32 #09 -♦IS 

^Hot sicnificant at p<#05» 

Table 20 provides similar data for the field staff* It shows 
that members of the eductional issues/internal communication public 
are more satisfied with both their individual Jobs and with the way 
the orGanization treats them — probabXy because they tend to be 
mansGerial employees* The members of the Job-related/internal com- 
munication public like their Jos but are about as likely as all 
employees to dislike their treatment by the orcanisatioru Finallyf 
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meifibers of the Job-related public have a slieht tendency to lik» 
their individual Jobs but to dislike their treatment bu the or can*- 
iz3tion# 

TABLE 20 

Correlations of Individual and Orcanisational Job Satisfaction Factors 
and Structural Variables With Four Canonical Variates 
Representins Publics in th« Field Staff 







Educ* Issues/ 


Job Related/ 


Job 






Int* Conim» 


Xnt. Comm. 


Related 






Vsr iate 


Usristn 


Uariste 


XndividUBl Job 


satisfaction 




♦ 21 


.13 


OrGanizstional 


Job satisfaction 


.25 


-.06 


-.19 


Centralization 




-.13 


.14 


.14 


Formalisstion 




.20 


.16 


-.OOx 


Stratification 




-. 07X 


-.09 


.16 


Complexitw 




.27 


.12 


-.09 



3«cNot siGnificant at p<*05* 



Finallyf the canonical variates were correlated with the four 
structural variables — centralisationr stratif icationr formalisa- 
tionf and comple>{ity — to determine if any of the publics perceive 
the orGanisational structure differently* Table 19 includes these 
results for the central-office staff* 

Most of these correlations were not siGnificant* However r the 
correlations did show that the Internal Comniunicstion public &ees 
the orGaniaation as less centralized (r=-*32) and stratified 
(r=-*18> than do other employees* This is a locical relationshipf 
as employees in less constrained Jobs will be more interested in 
communication than those in more constrained Jobs* 

In addition^ the correlations show that members of the 
All-Educational Issues Public ^ave more complex Jobs than members 
of the Job-Si tuations-Only Public <r=-59 with Var iate D* Complex- 
ity also correlated positively with the Internal Communication 
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Variate (r=*21> and the Apathetic Variate (r«»ll>« 

For the field staff f Table 20 shows that members of the educa- 
tional issues/internal commurdcation public sec the orsanization as 
less centralized and more formalized ^han other emplobiees and about 
as stratified^ In addition^ their Jobs are more complex-— al 1 vari- 
ables that show the employees with more autonomw communicate more* 

The members of the Job-related/internal communication public 
see MSDE as slichtly more centralized and formalized than other 
employees but slishtly more stratified* Their Jobs are also 
slishtly more complex* In contrast to these other two publics » 
members of the Job-related public — support staff members not likely 
to actively communicate except about their Jobs — see MSDE as more 
centralized and stratified than other employees and about as form- 
alized* Their Jobs are also slichtly less complex* 

In summaryf in this section we have once acain found a split 
between the professional and support staff of MSDE* The laraest 
number of professional employees^ employees with more complex JobSf 
fit into an all-issues public* Most of the support staff fit into 
an involvinc-i ssues-only publics concerned and communicatina only 
about its day-to-day work climate and not about the broad spectrum 
of educational issues* As the previou** sections showed^ profes- 
sional staff members are more satisfied with the individual aspects 
of their Jobs of their Jobs than are support staff members* For the 
central-office staffs the data show that both Groups are dissat- 
isfied with their relationship to the orcanization * 

In additi on r for centr al-of f ice employees some members of the 
professional staff fit into three additional publics* One sroupy 
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which h3S more 3Utoriomw than others t is particularly concerned with 
internal communication* Another is apathetic about all of the 
issues studied* Members of a a third rroup feel that most of the 
issues involve them althouch thew rarelH think about them* Members 
of thio public S3H they will seek information about the issues al-* 
thouGh they use few of the communication sources and contacts 
available to them* 

HavinG identified these publics? we turn next to employe© 
perceptions of the communication system in the department* 
EMPLOYEE PERCEPTIONS OF THE COMMUNICATION SYSTEM 

Sixteen Questions in the Questionnaire measured whether em- 
ployees believed the MSDE communication system to be one-waw or 
two-way and symmetric or asymmetric and how satisfied thew were 
with several aspects of the communication system* 

The Questions measurinc the direction and symmetry of the 
communication system were based on the two maJor dimensions of my 
four "models of public relations' (Grunic 1984)* Directiont one-way 
vs* two-wayt distincuishes between communication that flows 
primarily from source to receiver — in internal communication from 
manaeement to subordinates — as opposed to communication that can be 
initiated by both communicatinG Groups and that flows back-and- 
forth between the people communicatinG* 

^^'^''^•^'t^y defines the extent tc which effects are balanced* 
Does manaGement use communication "to try to chariGe the attitudes 
and behavior of subordinates — asymmetric communication? Or does 
communication work to achieve understandins between the two croups? 
with chanGes in attitudes and behavior possible for both Groups — 
symmetric communication? Both asymmetric and symmetric communica- 
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tion C3n be either orie*-w3W or two-wawv In perticularr acyumetric 
communicators can seek feedback — two-wa^» communication — to find out 
if they are achievins their desired chances in attitudes and be- 
havior • 

The remaininc Questions about the communication system were 
modeled after standard Questions in many communicaibiupn audits r es- 
pecially in the audit developed by the International Communication 
Association^ 

The mean scores that are substantially above or below the 
midpoint on the five-point scale used for the communication-per- 
ception Questions show that both field and central-office employees 
perceive communication in MSDE to b« (Table 21) : 

3ic0ne-W3y and asymmetricr rather than two-way and symmetric^ 

JiCErratic and difficult to describe^ 

5icGood with supervisors about performance or when thincs go 
wronG ♦ 

In additionr employees perceive that* 

JicMSDE as an orcaniaation discouraGes differences of opinionr 
althouch supervisors do not* 

^•cThey receive enoUGh information to do their Jobs adeauatelw* 
>*<They receive more of their instructions orally than in writ- 

inG ♦ 

AlthouGh the means are similar r field employees Generally had 
lower means on most variables r meaninc that they were even less 
satisfied with MSDE's communication system than were central-office 
employees • Field employees^ however r seemed to be more satisfied 
with communication with their supervisor? which probably reflects 
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Greater contact between middle rnanacement and subordinates in the 
field* 

These responses show that rtiPlowees Generally are h3PF>w with 
communi cation with individuals in MSDE but that thew do not like 
the department. 's total communication svstem — even more in the field 
than in the central office* Thew see it as an asymmetric swstem 
that Gives them information but discouraces then fro* expressins 
opinions — a typical communication system for a centralized and 
stratified orcanination ♦ They do not believe MSDE has a symmetric 
communication system that is best suited for a hichly professional 
and decentralized orGanization* 

In the central office study r factor analysis of these 16 
evaluations of the communication system produced four sisnificant 
factors (with an eiGen value Greater than 1*0)* All of the varia- 
bles that measured satisfaction with the communication system 
loaded hichly on the first factor r includins symmetric communica- 
tionr two way— communicationr and receivinc instructions in writins* 
The second factor was similar to the firstr but it mostly distinc- 
uished symmetric from asymmetric communication* The third factor 
distinGuished written from oral instructions* Andr variables load- 
inG on the fourth factor showed a dissatisfaction because of a lack 
of formal feedback and a lack of two-way communication* 

In the field studwr factor analysis produced only three fac- 
tors with an eicen value Greater than l*Or althouGh the eieen value 
of the fourth factor was only slishtly below <*988>* Thusr four 
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TABLE 21 

Heanftf Factor Scorost and Communal itiw 
Of 16 P^rcaPtion* of th© Commui'dcation Swst«» 



(S-F't* Scale) Coniwiun* Sur^er^ Aswinib^ Oral 

— — — — — ^- Satis • Satis* Coniviuri# Conimun* Commu- 
Field Cent* Off* Factor Factor Factor Factor nalitw 



As%:^mmetric 



coRiRiurii cation 


3.58 


3.44 


-.22 


♦ 00 


♦ 47 


-♦14 


.♦26 


SumiTietric 

c oiTitriuri i C3 1 i on 


2.78 


2.77 


♦ 49 


♦ 07 


-♦39 


♦ 04 


♦ 40 


One-way coniniunicstion 


3.98 


3*80 


-♦21 


-♦11 


♦ 54 


-.03 


♦ 29 


Two-w3a comraunication 


2.48 


2,66 


♦ 55 


♦ 15 


-♦41 


♦ 01 


♦ 44 


CoiTimunicBtion is 
erratic and difficult 
to describe 


3.46 


3.54 


-♦14 


-♦10 


♦ 57 


♦ 25 


♦ 32 


Satisfied ^ith coiimun- 
ication with supervisor 
about performance 


3.64 


3.41 


♦ 15 


♦ 74 


-♦12 


-♦14 


♦ 48 


Can talk with 
supervisor when thincs 
GO wronc 


4.00 


3.78 


♦ 16 


♦ 81 


-♦09 


♦ 04 


♦ 50 


Have a sau in decisions 
that zffect m« Job 


2.86 


3.15 


♦ 54 


♦ 34 


-♦19 


♦ 02 


♦ 42 


OrGanisation encouraces 
differences of opinion 


2.38 


2.56 


♦ 67 


♦ 21 


-♦23 


♦ 04 


♦ 51 


Supervisor encouraces 
differences of opinion 


3.08 


2.97 


♦ 31 


♦ 59 


-♦04 


-♦07 


♦ 45 


Am informed about policw 

chances that affect ma • 

Job before thew occur 2.99 


2.91 


.53 


♦ 23 


-♦22 


-♦19 


♦ 43 


Receive enouGh infor- 
mation from orcaniaation 
to do Job adeauatela 3«45 


3.34 


.44 


♦ 31 


-♦31 


-♦29 


♦ 49 
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TABLE 21 <continu«d> ~ 
MMHSf Factor Scores r and Communal iti»ft 

Ef-.i««.?5IlE51!ii2[!!!^*'^^*''^* Comssurii cation Swstem 

i5lPl:i^§£2lgl-. Comjun* SuF^et# Asymni* Oral 

. Satis* Satis* Comniun* Comiiiun* Commu** 

EiSiSi 2SDii-9ff* E2Ei:2!l EfEiEU ^2^'*'°L Factor nality 

Receiy? most in-... 

structions in wntma 3*08 2*63 .26 .17 •IS -♦76 .^6 

Receive most in- 
structions orally 3*27 3*62 •08 -•01 -•01 •dS .37 

Seldom Get feedback 

from administrators 3*16 2^9^ -•ZO -•09 • ^3 ^22 ^25 

Most communicat^ion in 
orsanization is 

informal 2*9^ 3^10 •OS •Ol •23 ,53 .26 

Percentaoe of variance 

explained each factor 30% 12% 1 OZ 6X ' 



factors were forced to make comparison possible* Althouch the fac- 
tors wer*? similar to those found in the central-office studwf there 
were slicht differences • The results of the factor analysis for the 
field study can be seen in Table 21 • 

Acairif one factor described General satisfaction with the 
communication system • A second factor described ssyinmetric commun- 
ication f which was the mirror imaGe of the symmetric factor in the 
central-office study • "^he other two factors from the central-office 
study f the wr itten-instructions and no-feedback factorsr combined 
on one factor that was dominated by oral communication^ informal 
communicatiorif insufficient informationt and communication char- 
acterised as errstic and difficult to describe^ Evidently^ that 
factor described dissatisfaction with oral communication and a de- 
sire for more written feedback about Job per formance^ The fourth 
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' factor in th« field studwr thenr described Mtisfection with com- 
niunicdtion with the super vieorr which nrobeblw reflected the 
Greater amount of contact that eniploweem have with supervisors in 
the fields 

In the central-office studwr none of the democraphic variables 
correlated with anw of the communication factors at ^ level of ^lO 
or 3bove« In the field studwr however r a few small to moderate 
correlations appeared^ The asyirimetric communication factor corre- 
lated positively with education (^l?) and neaativelvi with female 
sex (-•♦10>r sUGsestins that better-educated males see conimunication 
as more asymmetric^ In addition^ the oral-communication factor 
correlated r.esativelu with education (-♦2^>r positively with fenale 
sex (^ll)p and necatively with position in the hierarchy (-♦18>f 
suGGestinc that less-educated females who are in support positions 
are those most dissatified with the absence of written feedback 
about their performancet 

Factor scores then were computed for each of the four commun- 
ication factors for each of the four ranks in the MSDE hierarchw — 
support staff r first-line supervision? middle manacementf and top 
manasementt Few differences were found in the central-office studwf 
althouGh top administrators had hioher scores than the other three 
types of employees on the factors the described communication sat- 
isfaction and symmetric communication^ The pattern differed for 
field employees^ Middle manasers were happiest with communication 
in General and with their supervisors* They also had the lowest 
scores on the oral communication factor r which described a lack of 
written feedback* Top administrators were no more satisfied with 
communication than were employees in the bottom two ranksr were 



70 



most dissatisfied with their supervisortt were most likelw to d»- 
soribo the communication svstem as aswm»etricy and were as likelu 

3S the bottom two ranks to score hiehlv on the oral communication 
l3ck of feedback factor* 

The four communication factors then were correlated with the 
c3nonical variate scores that identified three twpes of field em- 
ployeea* In the central-office studwr no correlations Greater than 
♦10 were found between the communication factors and the can- 
onical var iates* In the field study r however r the Actively commun- 
icatiriG publicr the educational issues/internal communicstion pub- 
licf U35 moderately satisfied with the communication system 
(r'=*25)r slichtly satisfied with communication with the supervisor 
(T^««ll)r and less likely to describe the communication system as 
asymmetric <r=*10)# The members of the the internal communication 
pciblic were moderately satisfied with their supervisors <r=*21)r 
and the Job-related public was dissatisfied with the communication 
svrfstem (r=*21) and somewhat likely to score hichly on the oral 
communication/absence of feedback factor (r=*ll)* 

Tables 22 and 23r thent show the relationship between the 
f3ctors measurinc satisfaction with communication and the two Job 
satisfaction factors and the four structural variables* For the 
central-office staffr Table 22 shows a strons pattern of correla- 
tion with both the Job satisfaction factors and the structural 
variables • General communication satisfaction correlated stronelw 
with both oreanizational and individual Job satisf action^ Symmetric 
communication correlated especially hichly with orcanizational Job 
satisfaction — a relationship that probably describes the kind of 
communication that satisfies professionals* Reeeivins instructions 
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^ ' 'in writiriG and presonctt of feedback also corral at«d modoratelw with 
oraanisational Job aatimfaction — a rattarn that i*robablw deacribas 
tha kind of coirimunication that satiafiaa support staff* 

AlthouGh tha communication factors ware slichtlw diffarant for 
the field staffr Table 23 shows a similar pattern for that sroupof 
emplowees* OrGanizational Job satisfaction correlated espaciallw 
hishlw with the commuriicatian satisfaction factor* It also corre- 
lated nioderatelv* with individual Job satisf action^ lower than it 
did for the central -of fi ce staff* Satisfaction with coirirriunication 
with the supervisor correlated moderately with both individual and 
orcanizational Job satisfaction* The asymmetric factor correlated 
hiGhly with orcanisational satisfaction and moderately with indi- 
vidual satisfaction* There was also a small correlation betwaan the 
oral conmiunication factor and individual Job satisfaction* 

In additionr the structural variables correlated with the 
communication factors in a similar fashion for both Groups of em- 
plouee^* Centralization and stratification correlated necativelw 
with General communication satisfaction in both studiest positively 
with the symmetric communication factor for the central-office 
staff r and neGatively with the asymjnetric factor for the field 
staff* For the central-of f ice staff r both variables correlated 
positively with the no-feedback factor* For the field staffr they 
correlated necatively with the factor that measured satisfaction 
with the supervisor* 

Formalization correlated positively with the General communi- 
cation and symmetric communication factors and necatively with the 
lack of feedback factor for the central-office staff* It correlated 
positively with the communication satisfaction and supervisor sat- 
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isfsction factors for the field staff and neaativelw with asynimet- 
ric communication and oral communication^ Comi>Iaxity atnarallw did 

not correlate sicinif icantlw with anw of the structural variables? 
althouGh it did correlate positively with aswinmetric communication 
and nesatively with oral communication for the field staffs 

AG3in> these correlations show a pattern that has repeated 
itself throuGhout this reportt a risid structure produces dissat- 
isfaction with the orcanisation and its communication system and a 
desire for more autonomy and symmetric communication* The results 
stronGly suGGest that the correlation freauentlw found between 
communication satisfaction and Job satisfaction (e«6« f Pincus 198^) 
is a spurious relationship? both communication and Job satisfaction 
are caused by the appropriateness of orsanizational structure^ 
Satisfactory communication by itself cannot produce Job satis- 
factionf hut a more flexible orGanizational structure can produce 
Greater satisfaction with both the orGanisation and with communi- 
cation* 



TABLE 22 

Correlations of Job Satisfaction and Structural Variables 
With Four Factors Measurinc Perceptions of the Communication System 
For MSDE Employees Morkins in the Central Office 



Commun* Sym- Written No 
Satis* metric Instruct *s Feedback 
Factor Factor Factor Factor 



Individual Job satisfaction 


.^0 


.15 


-.02X • 


-.08 


OrGanizational Job satisfaction 


♦ 39 


.54 


.16 


-.25 


Centra 1 is ati on 




-.45 


-.015K 


.17 


Str atif ication 


-.28 


-.38 




.16 


Formal isation 


.22 


.16 


.21 


-.26 


Complexity of Job 


-. Olx 


-.09 


.Olx 


-.02x 



*Not siGnificant at p<.05. 
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TABLE 23 

Corrttlations of Job Satisfdction ^nd Structuml Variables 
With Four Factors Measurinc Parcai^tiona of the Comiiunication Swstem 

For MSDE Field Ewploweac 



Commuriication Supervisor Aswmmetric Oral 
Satisfaction Satisfaction Coinniunication Communication 
Factor Factor Factor Factor 



Individual 

Job satisfaction 
Oraanizational 

Job satisfaction 

Centralization 
Stratification 
Fornialisation 
Complexity of Job 



^26 

• 52 

-•27 

• 14 
-•09 



«23 

• 23 

• 17 

• 24 

• 14 

'•03XC 



-♦21 
-•39 

• 27 

• 21 
-•22 

• 10 



^2 
-♦05X 

• 03)ic 
»04xc 
-•33 
-•18 



^•cNot sicnificant at p<»05^ 



OPEN-END RESPONSES 

The final auestion on the Questionnaire asked the employees 
surveyed to write about any issues that concerned them (Table 20) • 
Each response was analyzed and placed into one of 12 catecories* In 
the central-office study f 48 percent of the respondents completed 
this Question^ Two catecorios predominated! 

^Concern about salariesf promotionf and eouity concerns^ These 
concerns seemed most common arrionc classified employees^ 

JicFrustratiori with orsanizational structure — centralizationr 
stratif icationt and lack of autonomy • The comments stroncly sup- 
ported the iTiaJor conclusions of the study: that lack of autonomy 
was the primary reason for dissatisfaction with the orcanization 
and it communica-bion system* 

In the field study? fewer of the respondents completed this * 
Question? 30%* In addition? far fewer respondents made comments 
reflectina dissatisfaction with or canisational structure? probably 
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^ * • because field employees hdve more autonomy workina apart from the 

central office* By far the dominant catecory of responses reflected 
stronc dissatisfaction with the pay scalef Job classif icationt and 
opportunities for promotion bw rehabilitation counselors and other 
field professionals and support staff* 

The second laraest cateGory included all of the comments about 
the Questionnaire itself* Most stated that the Questionnaire was 
inappropriate because their Jobs did not involve 'education* • 
ThrouGhout these comments was an undercurrent of resentment that 
the Questionnaire reflected a General iacP^ of concern for the vo- 
cational rehabilitation division by MSDE leadershiPf apparently a 
feelinc of alientation from the rest of the MDSE* A third catecory 
consisted of strons condemnations of some field supervisors* Taken 
toGetherf these three most-f reouent cateGories seem to suGcest a 
serious morale problem amonG MSDE field employees in vocational 
rehabiliation and vocational-technical corrections* 
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TABLE 24 










Summary of Op©n-End 


R»si>or)ses 






Central Offic© 


FiBld 




Number 


X 


NuMbor 


% 




56 




£5 




Great concern about state class*- 










ificatrion system and paw scale* 










Concern about salarwf Grader RZFsr 










pr 00101; i on ♦ 










Frustration with centralisation^ strat 












^8 


21X 


11 


7% 


Employees say thew are treated like 










childrenf Given too little ability to 










participate in manaGerrient or to make 










their own decisions* 












21 


10% 


12 


7% 


Need -Tor more informationf more feed- 








back? more communication between divisions 


* 








21 


10% 


12 


7% 


Concern with buildinGSf work location^ 










heatf 3ir conditioninG f or facilities* 












21 


10% 


4 


2% 


Respondents who chose to say what 










they liked about their Jobs 












12 


5% 


6 




Comment^s suGGestinG that the employee 










is unhappy about many aspects of his 










or her Job* 












12 


5% 


25 


15% 


CommentpS suGGestins problems or liriil- 










ations of the survey instrument* Field 








commentpS suGGest survey reflects lack 










of inteGation of these divisions into 










hSDE* 








■ 


Criticism of^ supervisor's or supervisors* » 


11 


5% 


15 


9% 


Unfavorable comments about an employ- 










ee's specific supervisor or super- 










visors in General* 










Inconsistent policies for professional 












10 




0 




Complaints that professionals are 










allowed to work at homer take Ions 










lunch hoursf eet computer trainins or 










use comP» timer while support staff f 










especially secretariesr do not eet 










the same perouisites* 












9 




5 


3% 


CoiT',>laints about the General Quality 










of other employees in MSDE* 












6 


13% 




2% 


Observation that poor decisions are 










made b« individuals or units in MSDE 










or that, decisions cannot be made* 














2% 


10 


6% 




31 


^BX 


of 162 


30% of 




respondents 


respondents 


^ 76 . 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



This p»per reports the results of a communication audit that 
was conducted as the first step in the communication project calJed 
People on the Grow? a procram of the Marwland State Department of 
Education* All central-office and field employees were surveyed to 
3udit their communication inside the department »nd with people and 
other communication sources in other orcanisations and publics 
outside the department* The audit also related communication to 
employee perceptions of MSDE's orsanizational structuref employee 
Job satisf actionr and employee satisfaction with the orsanizat ion ' s 
CO ntmun i c a t i on system* 

The results were almost identical for both the central-office 
and field staffs* Both the formal statistical analyses end the re- 
sponses of employees to an open-end auestion provided a remarkably 
consistent view of the department* MSDE seems to be too ricidly 
structured for a complex orcanization with a larce professional 
staff* In contrast to what orcanizational research would say is 
desirablef employees perceived the department as havinc hichly 
centralised decision-makine processes and little autonomy for em- 
ployees outside top manasement* They also perceived MSDE as highly 
stratifiedf meaninG that the department places barriers between 
ranks in the orGaniration to make interaction difficult between 
superiors and subordinates and between people in different units of 
the department* 

As a result of the hichly structured internal environment in 
MSDEf employees are dissatisfied with the way the orcanisation 
treats them* Centralization and stratif icationf in particularr 
correlate neGetively uith orcanizational Job satisfaction* However? 




74 

* employees 3re auito sdtisfied with their individual Jobfif espec*- 
isllw proftfSftionalft whose Jobs are more complex and interestina* 

In the cent "dI officer top manaaement employees expressed the 
most orsanizational Job satisfaction and did not perceive the de-* 
partment to be as centralised and stratified as did other employ- 
ees ♦ In the field off ices f however » middle manaaers were more sat- 
isfied with the orsanization than other employees^ Middle manace- 
ment people in the central off ice? f in contrast f expressed the low- 
est level of orcanizational Job satisfaction and were most aware of 

the r iGid structure* 

In additionf employees saw the communication system in MSDE as 

one-waw and asymmetric rather than two-way and symmetric* In other 
wordsf thew say that communication flows from manaaement to other 
ranks and that the reason for communication is to chance the at- 
titudes and behaviors of lower ranks to be what manaaement wants 
them to be* They do not see the system as one based on dialoauef 
whose purpose is to help employees understand each other and to 
chance their attitudes and behavior to adapt to each other* 

For both croups of employees f satisfaction with communication 
correlated with two-way symmetric communication and with both in- 
dividual and orcanizational Job satisf action^ but especially with 
orcanizational Job satisfaction* In addition^ orcanizational Job 
satisfaction correlated necativelw with the structural variables of 
centralization and stratification* The relatively riaid orsaniza- 
tional structure in MSDEf thereforet seems to have produced dis- 
satisfaction both with the orcanization and with the one-way asym^ 
metric communication system thai usually accompanies such a system* 

The results of this studyf thereforer provide support for in- 
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cludiriG structural variables in an audit of orGanizational 
comniunic3tion» In particularf the results stronclw suGGest that the 
correlatiori between comiriunication satisf dction and Job satisfaction 
freouently found by re- searchers of orsanizational communication 
<e*G*f Pincus 1984) is larGelw spurious^ Both are effects of 
orcanizational structure ♦ 

CruniG's situational theorn then was used to identify how 
actively employees communicate within the or G3niza1;ional structure 
and with outside mediae sourcesf and contacts^ The professional 
staff in parti cularr both in the central office and in the fields 
shous potential for active communi cation ^ both internal and ex- 
ternal » The larGest croup of professional fits into an ■all-issues" 
public that would communicate about all of the educational issues 
studied and would be willinc to learn more about communication* 

Support staff membersf also in both studieSf fit into a public 
that would only communicate about direct conseouences .of their 
Jobsf such as salaryf benefits^ promotionsf and workinc conditions* 
Support staff members had little interest in conimunicatins about 
educational issues andf without communication trainincf would not 
be Good conduits for communicatina about education outside the or- 
Ganization» 

Another public appeared amonc both central-office and field 
employees* It consisted mostly of manaseinent people who erceived 
less of 3 risid structure in MSDE than other employees andf appar- 
ently as a result f had a stronG interest in improvins internal 
communication* Two other publics 3PPe*3red ir the central-office 
' study but not in the field study* They came from manacement ranks! 



ERIC 



79 



76 

an 3P3thetic public and a public whos© members bclievo all of the 
issues involved them but who do not think or coirimunicat* about the 
issues ♦ Both publics appear to be made up of manacers who have cono 
stale in their Jobs* 

AlthouGh the analysis of publics showed that the professional 
staffs in particulars would communicat© actively about educational 
issues r the level of both active and passive communication appears 
to be low* AlthouGh the reason is not totally clears the low level 
of communication would appear to be a result* of the relatively 
riGid structure of MSDE* 

Support staff members seem eacer for communication about their 
Jobs* The open-end responses^ in particular r suGGest that they do 
not Get clear instructions and Get little feedback or praise* Sup- 
port staff members seem to want more formalized rules and proced- 
ures and more communication about how well they are doinG in their 
Jobs* But the support staff is also hiGhly frustrated with low pay 
and with the difficulty of promotion within the state personnel 
system* 

For the communication project to succeeds the followinc 
recommendations should be considered* 

1 * The communication project proposes what is essent i al ly an 
openr two-way symmetric system of communication* That system will 
not work well in a hichly structured orcanisation in which con- 
straints rather than communication are used to coordinate employee 
behaviors* On the other handy the present centralized structure 
diseouraGes employees from beinG innovative and from communicatinc 
with others in order to Gain new ideas and to help people under- 
stand the educational system and its problems* 
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Thusf the basic manaGerial sustem — the structure — of MSDE must 
be chanced to make it less centralized and stratified before a 
two-wavi symmetric communication swstem can work* Enplowees at all 
levels^ but particularly professionalsr must be Given autonomy to 
make decisions and trusted tc make those decisions well* In the 
central-officer middle manasers seem most in need of additional 
autonomy? in the field office? top manaaers seem to need it most* 

2# If the system of constraints is loosened f employees then 
should receive communication trainins to help them recosnize op- 
portunities for communicationf both internal and external* The ab- 
solute level of communication activity is now relatively low inside 
and outside the department and can be increased* Likewise? employ- 
ees should be sensitized to t^e fact that a decentralized orsani-* 
zation cannot coordinate its subunits effectively without freouent 
CO mmun i c at i on * 

3* Supervisory personnel should be trained to sensitize them 
to the need for clear instructions and freeuent feedback and praise 
for support personnel* Support staff members now BPpeur to feel 
unappreciated and overworked? and they feel they have no mechanism 
for improvinc communication about their Jobs* Members of the sup- 
port staff in -the field particularly seem to need more written 
feedback about their performance* 

^* Support staff members do not seem to be an effective 
conduit for communicatinG information about educational issues and 
problems outside the orsanization* Thow could be made more active 
external communicators if they receive traininG to increase their 
problem recoGnition and level of involv<?ment for the educational 
issues with which they work indirectly and to sensitize them to the 
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irriportance of their role as conimunictors to external publics* 
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